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Current Topics. 


Right to Deprive Successful Defendant of Costs. 


Ir THE newspaper report of Thompson v. Bee, tried before 
A. T. Lawrzenos, J., without a jury on the 7th of December, is 
correct, there is great difficulty in seeing that the learned judge 
had the proper materials before him for exercising his discretion 
in the way which he did. The plaintiff was a bookmaker who 
sought to recover from the defendant £446 as the balance due 
upon certain transactions between them. The defendant set u 
the Gaming Act by way of defence, and the plaintiff's couns 
admitted that if this defence were insisted upon the action 
must fail. He added that it was a little unsportsmanlike of the 
defendant to set up such a defence; by which was meant, we 
en that his conduct was contrary to the established usage 
of betting men and bookmakers, The judge then, according to 
the report, entered judgment for the defendant without costs. In 
the recent case of Westgate v. Crowe, heard before the Divisional 
Court on the 17th of October, the court entered upon a discussion 
of cases as to the materials which are sufficient to justify 
a judge in depriving a successful litigant of his costs, and after 
observing that it may perhaps be said with reference to Harnett 
v. Vise (5 Ex. D. 307) that the position of a plaintiff who 
initiates the litigation is more open to criticism than that of a 
defendant who is dragged into it against his will, they go 
on to add that, be this as it may, is is clear that it is 
no ground for depriving a defendant of costs that he relied 
upon a defence which he was entitled by law to set . 
such as the Statute of Limitations or the Gaming Act. It wo d 
seem, therefore, that, whether the case is tried by the judge 
alone or with a jury, there is a discretion in the judge as to 
costs, but though that discretion is a wide one, it must be 
exercised judicially, and the mere fact that a defendant has 
availed himself of a defence which is allowed by law is not a 
ground for depriving him of costs. It is, of course, possi 
that there were circumstances, which are not disclosed in the 
see. which warranted the learned judge in interfering with the 
ordinary right of the defendant. 


The New Central Criminal Court. 

Tue venTiLaTion and arrangements of the new Central 
Criminal Oourt have been the subject of unsparing criticiem 
ever since it has been opened for the trial of —* The 
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Recorder was stifled by the heat; Mr. Justice Riviey suffered 
eo much from draughts that he was afraid there would soon be 
a vacancy on the bench; Mr. Justice Grantuam first found fault 
with the situation of the witness-box, and then complained of 
the intolerable humming of the engine which worked the 
ventilating apparatus; and last of all, counsel complained that 
they could not hear the statements of the witnesses while they 
were giving their evidence. Complaints of the bad ventilation 
and defective acoustic properties of English law courts have 
always been familiar to every living member of the legal profes- 
sion, but it is discouraging to find them renewed in the case of 
a arom building which has been erected at a large expense, 
and which may almost be described as ‘‘ hot from the oven.” 
We have no precise knowledge of the system of artificial 
ventilation adopted in the new-court. We have read that it is 
part of this system that the windows should be kept closed, 
so that anything like an adequate supply of natural air is 
carefully excluded. In the Report of the Select Committee 
on Ventilation, appointed by the House of Commons in 1903, 
different systems of artificial ventilation are discussed, and 
with regard to one which requires that all windows be kept 
closed, and that no doors be kept open for a longer period 
than is absolutely necessary for entrance or exit, the committee 
state that they have learnt that in buildings in which the 
system isin use, the very regularity—it may be said the very 
monotony—of the supply, aided perhaps by the psychological 
influence of not being able to open a window, produces an un- 
favourable effect on those remaining in the building for any 
length of time. They speak of the air as “tiring” or “ oppres- 
sive” and say they feel ‘‘ that they want to open the window in 
order to geta little fresh air.”” The committee were, therefore, 
unable to recommend that this system should be adopted. It seems 
strange that this recommendation was not considered by those who 
arranged the ventilation of the new court. With regard to the 
defects in the acoustic properties of the building, we are a little 
surprised that some experiments were not made before it was 
finally completed, and that the difficulty of hearing a witness in 
the box should be discovered for the first time at the commence- 
ment ofa trial. Anyhow, itis singular to note that the two 
best courts in London—the court in which Court of Appeal No. 1 
site, and the Lincoln’s-inn Old Hall—were not designed for that 
purpose. 

Division of Compensation Payable Under the 

Licensing Act, 1904. 

Tae oasE of Liverpool Corporation v. Peter Walker & Son, 
decided by the Divisional Court on the 18th of Ovtober, is one 
of importance to persons interested in licensed premises who are 
entitled to compensation for a refusal to renew the licence under 
the Licensing Act, 1904. By section 2 of the Act, a sum equal 
to the difference between the value of the licensed premises and 
the value which the premises would bear if they were not 
licensed premises, is in the case of such a refusal to be paid as 
compensation to the persons interested in the licensed premises ; 
the amount, in default of agreement, to be determined by the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue and to be divided amongst the 
persons interested in the licensed premises (including the holder 
of the licence) in such shares as may be determined by quarter 
sessions. It is further provided that if on the division of the 
amount to be paid as compensation any question arises which 
quarter sessions consider can be more conveniently determined 
by the county court, they may refer the question to the 
county court in accordance with rules of court to be made for 
the purpose. The corporation, who were the owners of a freehold 
beerhouse, granted a ates of it for seventy-five years to brewers 
at a peppercorn rent, who sublet it to a licence-holder with the 
usual covenant binding her to sell no liquors upon the premises 
except those of the immediate lessors. In 1906, when twenty- 
one years of the term were unexpired, the licence was refused 
in pursuance of the Act, and the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue fixed the compensation payable to the parties interested 
at the aggregate sum of £603, and the division of this amount 
was referred by the justices to the county court. We should 
have thought that the section did not contemplate that the 
justices should transfer the whole matter of the division of the 
compensation to the county court; but no objection seems to 
have been made to such a transfer by the parties, The material 





question before the Divisional Court was whether the Act 
authorized the county court judge, in deciding the pro- 
rtion in which the aggregate sum was to be divided 
aeovedl the lessors and lessees, to take into consideration the 
rofits of the lessees as brewers. With regard to this point, 
auton, J., was of opinion that evidence as to the amount of 
this profit was not relevant to the inquiry, though it might be 
properly taken into account by the Inland Revenue in ascer. 
taining the aggregate amount of the compensation. PxiLLm«ors, 
J., appears to have concurred in this view, but the learned judge 
also expressed his opinion that the amount immediately divisible 
must be divided in such proportions as would give the lease- 
holders the present value of an annuity for the number of years 
which the lease had to run, and give the reversioners the present 
value of the deferred capital, the interest on which would 
produce the annuity. The judgment, so far as it has defined 
the duties of the county court judge under a rather loosely 
drawn section, has caused some discussion among brewers and 
owners of licensed premises. 


Stamp Duty on Foreign Conveyances. 

Tue case of Inland Revenue Commissioners v. Maple § Co, 
(Paris) (ante, p. 92) is one of those in which different judicial 
authorities arrive at different results, and, at the same time, 
seem to regard their own results as perfectly clear. The ques- 
tion related to the stamp duty to be charged on a French 
instrument known as an acte d'apport by which moveable and 
immoveable property in Paris belonging to an Eaglish company 
was transferred to another company, also an English company, 
formed for the purpose of taking it over. The consideration for 
the transfer was the allotment to the parent company of 72,000 
£1 shares in the new company, apportioned between the 
moveable and immoveable property. It was claimed by the 
Inland Revenue Commissioners that the acte d’apport was a 
conveyance on sale within the meaning of section 54 of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, and, to get over the objection that that section does 
not apply to conveyances of property situate abroad, reliance was 

laced on section 14 (4), which provides that, save as mentioned 
in the section, an instrument relating, wheresoever executed, ‘‘ to 
any property situate, or to any matter or thing done or to be done 
in any part of the United Kingdom shall not, except in criminal 
proceedings, be given in evidence, or be available for any 
purpose” unless duly stamped. It was said that the allotment 
of the shares by way of consideration was a thing to be done in 
England, which brought the instrument within this section, and 
therefore within section 54. Butthe majority of the Courtof Appeal 
(Fretoner Movtron and Farwewt, L.JJ., Cortis, M.R., diss.) 

1906, 2 K. B. 834) rejected the argument. Section 14 imposed no 

uty, but simply imposed a penalty for not stamping. Hence it 
could not influence the construction of section 54, and since the 
reasonable construction of that section required that it should be 
restricted to conveyance of property situate in this country, the 
acte d’apport was exempt. The * i of Lords, however, ascribed 
a different function to section 14. That section is not restricted to 
the imposition of a penalty for not stamping the instrument, 
but may be read with section 54 in order to define the scope of 
the latter section. Consequently, an instrument is liable to duty 
under section 54, if it relates, either to property in the United 
Kingdom, or to any matter to be done there. The property 
which was the subject of conveyance was in France, but the 
consideration, which was equally a matter to which the 
instrument related, was to be paid in London, and the ad valorem 
stamp duty therefore was chargeable. The House of Lords 
prevails, but which is the better reasoning remains an open 
question. 


Countermand of Cheque by Telegram. 

Tue pecision of the Court of sagen in Curtice v. London 
City and Midland Bank (reported elsewhere) is one of considerable 
interest and importance. The plaintiff on the 31st of October, 1906, 
drew and handed over a cheque for £63 on the defendant bank 
with whom he had an account, and in the course of the same day 
he wished to countermand it. After bank hours he sent a tele- 
gram accordingly, and, the bank being closed, it was put in the 
bank letter-box. He did not confirm it by letter, and by some 
omission the telegram did not come to the notice of the bank 
officials till the morning of the 2nd of November. Meanwhile, 





Dec. 21, 1907. 4 





— © Pe 6 © © © a @ & 2 te entle co we bo wo bk Sh ke we 








Act 


To- 
ded 

the 
int, 
t of 
t be 
scer- 
ORE, 
\dge 
‘ible 
ase- 
ears 
sent 
ould 
ined 
ely 


Co, 
icial 
ime, 
wes- 
ench 

and 
pany 
any, 
no for 








Dec. 21, 1907. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER.  [Vol. 52.] 127 








on the Ist of November, the cheque had been specially presented 
to the bank through another bank by post, and had been paid. 
The plaintiff sued the London Oity and Midland Bank for the 
amount of the cheque as money had and received, and the 
county court judge gave judgment in his favour upon the 
ground that the bank must be taken to have received the 
telegram on the morning of the Ist of November, and that the 
cheque was then countermanded. By section 75 of the Bills of 
Exchange Act, 1882, countermand of payment and notice of the 
customer’s death are enumerated as the two modes in which the 
duty and authority of a bank to pay a cheque are determined. 
The Divisional Court (Darttnc and A. T. Lawrenosg, JJ.) 
(51 Sotrorrors’ Journat, 554) were agreed in holding that 
a cheque could be stopped by telegram, even if not con- 
firmed by letter, but they disagreed as to when the telegram 
was to be taken to have been received, Darna, J., holding 
with the county court judge, that it was received on the Ist 
of November, and A. T. Lawrences, J., holding that it was 
not received for the purpose of effecting a countermand of 
payment until it came to the notice of the bank on the 2nd 
of November. The latter view has been adopted by the Court 
of Appeal. The point in a countermand for payment is that the 
countermand should be actually communicated to the bank, and 
this must be when the communication is brought to the notice of 
the proper official. ‘There is no such thing,” said Cozens- 
Harpy, M.R., ‘‘as a constructive countermand in a commercial 
transaction of this kind. In my opinion, on the admitted facts 
of this case, the cheque was not countermanded in fact, although 
it may well be that it was due to the negligence of the bank 
that they did not receive notice of the customer’s desire to stop 
the cheque.” But the Master of the Rolls also suggested that 
the receipt of a telegram, unconfirmed by letter, was not in itself 
enough to justify a bank in taking the serious step of refusing 
payment, though it might be a ground for postponing payment 
till inquiry had been made. But practically this seems to come 
to the same thing, only it is the bank that asks for confirmation 
of the telegram instead of the drawer of the cheque offering it. 
Of course a telegram in itself affords no guarantee of authenticity, 
and the receiver who acts on it does so at his own risk. 


Nullity of Marriage on the Ground of Misstatement 
by Wife as to Her Age. 

A curious action for nullity of marriage is proceeding in the 
French courts. The plaintiff, the husband, who is of good 
family and president of the council of administration, petitions 
for a declaration that a civil marriage which he contracted on 
the 11th of July, 1904, is null and void, on the ground that he 
was induced to contract the marriage by a mistake as to the 
person with whom he contracted it. The plaintiff was introduced 
to his wife by a matrimonial agency, and he contends that his 
consent to the marriage was procured by two forged documents— 
a certificate of the birth of his wife in 1858, the fact being that she 
was born in 1848 ; and a certificate of the death of her mother in 
1859, the fact being that the mother died in 1856. Oriminal 
proceedings had been taken against the wife in respect of these 
forgeries, but had ended in her acquittal. But the husband’s 
contention in the present action is that in any case there was a 
fraudulent mis-statement as to the age of his wife; that he 
would never have married her if he had known her real age, 
and that he is entitled to a decree of nullity under article 180 
of the Code Civil, having been led into a mistake as to the 
person with whom he went through the form of marriage. It 
is argued that the delivery by one of the contracting parties of 
a certificate of birth, containing an untrue statement, to the 
official who celebrated the marriage was a fraud which vitiated 
the consent of the other party to the marriage, that the age of 
& contracting party is one of the principal and essential elements 
of his official on and where this age is misstated there 
is @ mistake as to the person within article 180, and the marriage 
is liable to be set aside. The answer of the wife is, first, that 
her husband was never deceived as to her age, and that her 
acquittal in the criminal proceedings is inconsistent with the 

roposition that the marriage was procured by forged documents. 

ith regard to the legal point as to mistake of the person, a 
mistake as to the age of a person cannot be considered a mistake 
as to his identity. We cannot believe that a husband under 
similar circumstances would obtain a decree in the Court of 





Probate, but the decision of the French Tribunal will be read 
with interest by English lawyers. 


“Child” and “Twins.” 


In THe report of a case before one of the foreign tribunals it 
is stated that the controversy arose respecting an ent for 
the maintenance of a child. The defendant agreed in writing to 
pay to a young woman 45 francs per month after the birth of a 
child of which she was pregnant. She in fact gave birth to 
twins. The first payment of 45 francs was duly made by the 
defendant, but the mother objected, contending that she was 
entitled to 90 francs, as the agreement must be taken to have 
fixed the cost of the maintenance of one child at 45 francs, and 
a single payment would not carry out the intention of the 
parties. The case appears to have been ed, and, what- 
ever may have been the sympathies of the court, the law 
would probably be considered to be inconsistent with the 
double claim. We are not aware of any case in which a 
question has been raised in the English courts as to how far 
the term “child” can include “twins.” The Bastardy Laws 
Amendment Act, 1872, which enacts that any single woman 
who may be with child, or who may be delivered of a bastard 
ehild, may make application to petty sessions for a summons 
against the putative father, and that the justices may make aa 
order on him for the payment to the mother of ‘the bastard 
child” of a sum of money weekly, not exceeding five shillings 
a week, for the maintenance and education of the child and of 
the expenses incidental to the birth of such child; and which 
further enacts that if the application be made before the birth 
of the child, such weekly sum may, if the justices think fit, be 
calculated from the birth of the child; uses in each section the 
word “child,” and appears to wholly disregard such a con- 
tingency as the birth of twins. The explanation is probably 
that our laws are framed with regard to matters of usual 
occurrence and not with regard to those which are unusual. 


The Jury at Coroners’ Inquests. 


A warirer in one of the medical periodicals draws attention to 
the fact that at a coroner’s inquest, held recently at Eastbourne, 
the whole of the jury, with the exception of the foreman, was 
composed of unemployed workmen in the district, and observes 
that a jury constituted in this fashion is open to serious objections. 
The duties of the jurymen in the particular case were light; 
they had merely to inquire concerning the sudden death of an 
infant who was suffering from broncho-pneumonia, and the 
inquiry lasted only for a few minutes. But a large proportion of 
the cases heard by coroner’s juries are of a different character, and 
ought only to be determined by men with a sense of responsibility, 
and not by those whose chief interest in the auisalie is the 
expectation of earning the trifling remuneration which is allotted 
to them for their services. Service on a coroner’s jury during 
the winter months must not be looked upon as an asset of the 
unemployed. The complaint of Biacxstong of the manner in 
which the office of coroner had been reduced from its dignified 
and honorary character to the position of a paid appointment in 
the public service, may be applied with greater force to selection 
of jurymen from a class who are often demoralized by idleness 
and poverty. The learned commentator points out that, through 
the culpable neglect of gentlemen of property, the office of 
coroner had in his days been suffered to fall into disrepute, 
and get into low and indigent hands, so that, although formerly 
no coroners would condescend to be paid for servin 
country, yet for many years past they had only desired to be 
chosen for their perquisites. The character of the office hes 
since these days beea improved, and all ground for the 
complaint above mentioned been removed. We may hope, 
therefore, that care will also be taken to preserve the efficiency 
of those who are summoned to assist the coroner in the decision 
of matters often of the greatest difficulty and importance. 


Notification of Births. 


A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, calls 
attention to the distinction between “notification” of births 
under the Notification of Births Act, 1907, and “ registration” 
of births under the Births and Deaths istration Act, 1874, 
Of course the object of the new Act, which is only adoptive, is 
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. to. ensure early notice to a proper authority that a birth has 
taken place. Hitherto the notice has been contained only in 
the registration, for which a period of forty-two days is 
allowed. Where the Act is adopted the notice will be 
distinct from the registration, and will be given within 
thirty-six hours of the birth to the medical officer of health. 
Our correspondent is no doubt right in saying that our 
previous very short note on the Act, which was concerned with 
“‘ notification,” did not with sufficient clearness state that this 
requirement was quite separate from, and additional to, registra- 
tion. But the recent Act, as he points out, is express on this 

int. ‘The notification required to be made under this Act 
shall be in addition to, and not in substitution for, the require- 
ments of any Act relating to the registration of births”: section 
1 mF In fact, as just stated, the Act requires that the birth 
shall be notified within thirty-six hours, but the former period 
of forty-two days still remains for registering the birth, doubt- 
less to allow plenty of time for the important business of fixing 
the name. It is singular that the Act should have been weakened 
by the unnecessary expedient of making it adoptive. 








The Present Position of the Land 
Registry. 
Tue Law Society have selected an opportune moment for the 
publication of the Remarks on the Present Situation in regard 
to Compulsory Land Registration, which we print elsewhere, 
Registration of title is not an institution which flourishes in a 
country unaccustomed to bureaucratic methods, and it suffers 
from a succession of rapidly recurring crises. One crisis led to 
the abandonment of the Land Registry Act, 1862, and the 
substitution of the Land Transfer Act, 1875. Another in- 
duced Lord Carens to shelve a system which was clearly doomed 
to failure and to devote his energy to conveyancing reforms 
which have proved permanently useful. Ten years later the 
financial outlook was relieved by the annexation of the Middlesex 
Registry fees, but this would not have saved the Land Registry 
Office from dying of inanition had not compulsory registration 
been introduced, just as an experiment, in 1897 in order to keep 
it going. The experiment has proved a costly one. Some half 
million in fees to cover current expenses and another quarter 
of a million of borrowed money to build an office suitable for 
official aspirations represent the total cost to date, and the staff 
has been increased from some thirty persons, costing annually 
£9,000, to 180 persons, costing over £50,000. But the system 
stands in a worse position in public and professional estimation 
than before all this expenditure was incurred, and it appears to 
be on the eve of another crisis. The attempt to ignore its 
experimental character has failed, and it finds an unappreciative 
world obstinately refusing to allow it to extend its operations 
beyond the County of London unless its promoters take up their 
original guarantee and demonstrate that the experiment has 
roved a success. 

The Law Society, in the paper to which we have referred, 
point out the failure of the compulsory system and the general 
condemnation to which it has been subjected, and state, as the 
inevitable conclusion, ‘‘ that registration does not simplify land 
transfer generally, and that it would be unjust to continue or 
extend its compulsory application, and that landowners ought 
in future to be left free to register their properties or not as 
they find most to their advantage.’ The system has, indeed, 
broken down because the analogy upon which it was supposed 
to be founded—the similarity of transfers of land to transfers of 
stocks or ships—was non-existent. A ship is a definite thing 
as to which there can be no doubt, and which can be used only 
for the simple purpose for which it is built. Transactions with 
regard to it in general take the form of sale or mortgage, and 
the effect of the transaction can be entered without difficulty in 
the register. Moreover, dealings in British ships frequently 
take place with foreigners. A ship registered in London is sold 
while on an eastern voyage to a Japanese buyer, and the price 
is paid and the purchase completed in London on the faith of 
the entry in the register. Yet even as to ships the pristine 
simplicity of the system has had to be modified, and although 


the registered title remains pre-eminent, the Legislature found it 
necessary in 1862 to sanction the creation of equitable interests 
by instruments off the register. 

The difference between land and ships in regard to convey- 
ancing has often been pointed out, and indeed it is apparent from 
a comparison of the buildings and practice of the Land Registry 
Office with the buildings and practice of the Custom House, 
For the registration of dealings in ships it is necessary to be 
conversant with a few sections of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894, and to have at hand three forms—a bill of sale, a mortgage 
for a fixed sum, and a current account mortgage. The entries 
are made at the Custom House without delay or difficulty, 
Very different is the system of registration of land, which depends 
on lengthy Acts of Parliament and a multitude of rules, and 
which necessitates troublesome interviews or correspondence 
with officials, with all the consequent delay. In the one case 
the subject-matter has been found in practice to justify the 
system of registration; in the other the difference of subject- 
matter has produced a quite different result—complications, 
expense, delay, and trouble. In fact, as the writer of the 
Remarks says: “The advocates of land registration have from 
the first been pursuing an impossible ideal. Land and buildings 
cannot be treated like stocks and ships. The conditions are 


different. Persons buying or leasing land or buildings must. 


have the particular property which they require. Very often 
it has the benefit of or is subject to special conditions relating 
to adjoining or neighbouring property or to mining rights. In 
fact in many cases special details call for special provisions 
and expert care which officials cannot adequately supply.” In 
short, the Registrar of Shipping and the registrars of stocks and 
shares, whether at the Bank of England or elsewhere, have an 
exceedingly simple task—the mere accurate recording of tran- 
sactions which deal with perfectly defined property and which 
admit of no variation. The Land Registrar—as witness his 
statutes and his rules and forms, his building and his staff— 
has an extremely complicated task which would have pro- 
duced more confusion than it has but for the ability and 
energy of the present occupant of the office. For general 
convenience the system cannot for a moment compare with 
private conveyancing. 

From a consideration of what registration has done and cost 
in the past, the Remarks turn to the future. It is pointed out 
that if the desires of the Registry Office should be carried into 
effect, and the system made universal, the annual cost of 
sufficient local registries will, on a moderate estimate, be not 
less than two millions per asnum, while a further one million 
per annum would be required for the necessary offices and fire- 
proof buildings. It may be said that these figures are mere 
guesses, but there can be no doubt that the outlay would be 
very considerable, and all for the purpose of fastening on the 
country generally the burden which has caused so much trouble 
in London. Moreover, apart from other objections, the Remarks 
very pertinently emphasize the extraordinary spread of officialism 
—and consequently of patronage—which the universal establish- 
ment of compulsory registration would involve. This in itself is 
a very serious matter. The officials, at least the responsible 
ones, would necessarily be lawyers, and thus two sets of 
lawyers —the official and the private lawyer— would be 
involved in nearly all transactions instead of one; while 
even if the business of registration could be so simplified 
as to enable outside professional help to be dispensed with, 
another clus: of agents, less reliable and more expensive, would 
spring up. “If the intervention of a public land registry did 
away with lawyers (which it does not) it may safely be foretold 
that some other agent would come in whose commission would 
probably far exceed the fixed and small commission which now 
protects the client from excessive law charges.” The fact is that 
registration is unsuitable to the condition of land and its owners 
in this country. Any efforts at further reforms should be 
directed to completing the simplification of private conveyancing, 
so well begun in 1881. In this direction lies the true interest of 
landowners large and small. 








The counsel who have elected to practise before the new judge, Mr. 





Justice Eve, are Mr. P. O. Lawrence, K.O., Mr. Ingpen, K.C., Mr. Stewart- 
Smith, K.U., M.P., and Mr. Jessel, K.O. 





Dec. 21, 1907. 
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Contingent Liabilities Affecting a 
Testators Estate, 


We recently (51 Soricrrors’ Journat, 742) gommented on the 
case of Lacons v. Wormall (1907, 2 K. B. 350). The facts 
of that case were as follows: A testator, whose will was proved 
in 1897, had in 1891 guaranteed to the plaintiffs the payment 
of premiums on policies on the life of one of his sons. The 
executor had notice of the guarantee, but in 1898 he paid over 
the balance of the estate to a residuary legatee without making 
provision for it. The premiums were duly paid till 1903. 
There was then default. The action against the executor failed 
on the ground of the Statute of Limitations, but the judgments 
imply that the executor would have been personally liable, as 
for a devastavit, if it had been commenced within six years of 
the date at which the executor handed over the assets to the 
residuary legatee. 

This raises an important question as to the rights of parties 
when a contingent liability of this nature exists, and the execu- 
tor has satisfied all actual liabilities of the estate, so that the 
residuary legatee is entitled to the balance in his hands, subject 
only to the question raised by the contingent liability. 

It seems that the only safe course for the executor to pursue 
is to apply to the court, and that the application must be for 
an administration of the estate, or at least for an inquiry as to 
debts. This results from the recent judgment of Nrviizg, J., in 
Re King, Mellor v. South Australian Co. (1907, 1 Ch. 72). It 
further appears that when the court is satisfied that all existing 
debts of the testator have been paid, it will authorise the execu- 
tor to pay over the balance to the residuary legatee without 
retaining anything to answer the contingent liability. Nume 
rous decisions to this effect will be found cited in the case just 
mentioned. It is there laid down that the order of the court 
will operate as a complete indemnity to the executor, who will 
not be thereafter liable to any action on the part of the con- 
tingent creditor. The creditor will only have a right of action 
against the legatee to compel him to refund, if any cause of 
action should arise. This is perfectly just; the oreditor had 
originally merely a right to bring a personal action against the 
testator, and it would be giving him more than his due if a 
portion of the testator’s estate were set apart as a security for 
his claim. 

The court would doubtless, on authorizing the payment to 
the residuary legatee, direct the executor to give notice to the 
legatee of the contingent claim against him, and notice to the 


contingent creditor of the payment to the legatee; so that the | p 


creditor might know who would be liable to him and for what 
amount. That being done, the executor would be free from 
liability ; and one is tempted to ask whether the executor could 
not also be held to be free if he did what the court would do— 
namely, advertised for claims, paid all which existed, and 
handed over the balance to the residuary legatee, accompany- 
ing the act with giving the notices just mentioned. Is it not a 
misuse of words to apply the term devastavit to the act of an 
executor in paying the balance to the party entitled, when he 
has taken proper measures to ascertain all claims on the estate 
and satisfied all which exist, and has merely done out of court 
what the court would order him to do in an administration 
action? Ought he to be subjected for six years, or possibly 


twenty, in the case of a covenant under seal, to the liability to | j 


an action for merely omitting to put the estate to the expense 
of an action for administration? Could not any of the modern 
Acts of Parliament be interpreted so as to produce the very 
reasonable result here suggested ? 

The Land Transfer Act, 1897, has a clause (section 3, sub-sec- 
tion 1) enacting inter alia that “on such assent or conveyance, 
subject to a charge for all moneys (if any) which the personal 
representatives are liable to pay, all liabilities of the personal 
representatives in respect of the land shall cease, except as to 
any acts done or contraéts entered into by them before such 
assent or conveyance.” It seems reasonable to hold that this 
clause produces the desired result in the case of real estate; 
and that circumstance strengthens the case for arriving at the 
same conclusion with respect to personal estate. 


With respect to personal estate, we have very full powers 
conferred on an executor or administrator by section 21 of the 
Trustee Act, 1893; but that section certainly appears only to 
contemplate powers capable of being conferred by will. ere 
is, however, section 29 of Lord St, Leonard’s Act, 1859 (22 23 
Vict. c. 35), which provides that when an executor or adminis- 
trator has given such notices as would be given in an adminis- 
tration action, he shall be at liberty to distribute the assets 
“having regard to the claims of which such executor has then 
notice.” It may fairly be held that these words place the 
executor who has given proper notices in the same position as 
if such notices had been given in an administration action. It 
is true that the section proceeds, “and shall not be liable for 
the assets or any part thereof so distributed to any person of 
whose claim such executor or administrator shall not have had 
notice at the time of the distribution of the said assets.” But 
these are mere negative words, and may be taken to be ex- 
planatory of the preceding clause, and not restrictive of it. 

However, until a decision is given to the effect here contended 
for, an executor, having notice of a contingent liability, can 
only with safety apply to the court, as above stated. But it is 
evidently possible for him to call the attention of the contingent 
creditor to the fact that, unless such creditor agrees to release 
the executor and look solely to the legatee, an application to 
the court will be made, and will result in a smaller sum being 
paid to the residuary legatee, so that the latter will have smaller 
means of meeting any liability which may occur, and will be 
liable for a smaller amount, 





Reviews. 


Private Companies. 


TREATISE ON THE CONVERSION OF A BUSINESS INTO A PRIVATE 
Limitep ComPANY. WITH ANNOTATED ForMsS OF MEMORANDUM 
AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION AND OTHER DOCUMENTS, AND 
OBSERVATIONS ON THE RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF THE CoM- 
panies Act, 1907. By Crom W. ister-at-Law. 
The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 

Private companies will have, under the Companies Act, 1907, when 
it comes into operation on the lst of July, 1908, certain important 
privileges, but this will depend upon their coming within the statutory 
term ‘‘ private company,” as now for the first time defined ; that is, 
the members, exclusive of employés, must not exceed fifty, there 
must be no invitation to the public to subscribe capital, and the 
right to transfer shares must be restricted. Such companies will be 
exempted from the new obligations to file a statement in lieu of a 
ms, to file annual balance-sheets, and to allow preference 
shareholders and debenture-holders the same right of eye and 
inspecting balance-sheets and reports as are possessed by o — 
shareholders. The operation of turning a business into a limi 
company will henceforth have to be out in view of this 
change in the law, and when the business is to remain as a 

ivate business care will have to be taken that the statutory 
immunities are obtained for the new company. So many con- 
versions have taken place in recent years that the process is familiar 
to most practitioners, but the statement of the necessary steps 
contained in Mr. Turner’s book will be useful both as a reminder of 
established points of practice and also as a gnide to the new statutory 
requirements. Moreover, he does not stop at the incorporation of the 
company, but, amongst other additional matter, specifies the statutory 
obligations consequent upon its formation, and he devotes a cha 

to the general conduct of the company’s business. The obliga‘ 

cepesel ber the Acts of 1862, 1900, and 1907 are usefully tabulated 

at pp. 70-77. Mr. Turner poets out the disadvantage in most cases 
of ees St Table A. by special articles. The result is to. 


subject the com: to two separate instruments of foundation with 
hn convenes Piifficulty of aniving at their joint meaning. The 


expense of a complete set of articles is slight and the convenience 
great. Suitable forms of memorandum and articles of association, 
and of agreements for sale and for management are given at the end 
of the book. 


The Licensed Victuallers’ Trade. 


THe LicgnsED TRADE: AN INDEPENDENT SuRvEY. By Epwi A, 
Pratt. John Murray. 


Mr. Pratt certainly ought to have been a solicitor. He has one“ 











great qualification for the profession, he can draw a brief with extra- 
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ordinary skill. He would have been invaluable in preparing the brief 
on behalf of the promoters of some vast railway scheme before a 
committee of Parliament, or for either party in a Tichborne or a 
Druce case. Anyone who has read his most convincing book on 
railway rates will agree in this statement. No one can read it and 
hesitate to give a verdict for the railway companies as against the 
traders. We have now another book from his pen which will influence 
the unprejudiced reader as strongly in favour of the brewers. It is 
written in defence of their trade and business; it surveys the trade 
from a very high standpoint, but with the eye of favour; and 
it ie altogether an admirable counterblast to the attacks of the 
intemperate section of the temperance party. We must not be 
‘understood to suggest in the most remote way that Mr. Pratt is 
acting as the retained agent either of railway companies or brewers. 
He writes as a clear-headed and fair-minded critic; and no doubt 
from an independent position. All the same, the books strike us as the 
works of a skilful advocate of the causes of which he treats. Such 
works, coming from an independent source, are surely of all the 
greater value to those concerned. 





Books of the Week. 


A Digest of Cases Overruled, Approved, or Otherwise Dealt With 
in the English and Other Courts, with a Selection of Extracts from 
Judgments Referring to Such Cases. By WILLIAM ANDREW GEORGE 
Woops, LL.B., and Joun Ritcurz, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. 
Founded on Dale and Lehmann’s Digest of Cases Overruled, &c. 
In Three Volumes. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

Negligence in Law. By Tuomas BEvEN, Barrister-at-Law. 
Third Edition. In Two Volumes. Vol. I., General Relations; Vol. 
II., Special Relations Arising Out of Contract. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Annual County Court Practice, 1908. Edited by WILLIAM 
Crom Smyty, K.C., and Witt1amM James Brooxs, Barrister-at- 
Law. In Two Volumes. Vol. I., containing the Jurisdiction and 
Practice Under the County Courts Acts, the Bills of Exchange Act, 
the Employers’ Liability Act, and the Workmen’s Compensation 
Acts, and the Statutes, Rules of Practice, Forms and Tables of Fees 
and Coste. Vol. II., containing the Jurisdiction and Practice Under 
Acts Other Than the County Courts Acts, the Bills of Exchange Act, 
the Employers’ Liability Act, and the Workmen’s Compensation 
Acts, together with the Statutes, Rules of Practice, Forms and Fees. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


Encyclopedia of Local Government Law (exclusive of the 
Metropolis). Editor, Josava ScHoLErretp, Esq., Barrister-at- Law. 
Vol. V. Officers of Local Authorities to Rates and Rating. Butter- 
worth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


The Acts Relating to the Income Tax. By the late STEPHEN 
Dowst, M.A. Sixth Edition, Revised, Altered, and Considerably 
Enlarged, with Complete Notes, Cross-References, Summaries of 
Statutory Provisions, Decisions and Sections on Crown Law, and 
Procedure Affecting the Revenue. By Jouw Epwin Prrsr, LL.B. 
(Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Law of Building and Dilapidations. 
Barrister-at-Law, Eyre & Spottiswoode. 

Principles of Company Law. By Atrrep F. Toruam, LL M., 
Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Butterworth & Co. 


The Law Relating to the Transactions of Money-lenders and 
Borrowers. By ©. GRENVILLE ALABASTER, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Student’s Guide to Roman Law (Justinian and Gaius). By DALZELL 
— and L. H. Barnes, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth 


By Ernest Topp, 


The Licensed Trade: An Independent Survey. By Epwin A. 
Pratt. John Murray. 


American Law Review: November-December, 1907. Editors: 
CHakizs E. GRINNELL, Boston; Hannis TaYLor, Washington. 
Reeves & Turner. 








Mr, Justice Eve has been knighted. 


In uence of the dearth of court accommodation at the Royal 
Courts of Justice, now that all the judges are in London, a temporary 
court is, says the Zimes, being prepared at the north end corner of the 
central hall of that building near the statue of Lord Russell of Killowen. 
The court will be about 25ft. square, and will be carpeted. This isa 
reversion to the order of things in the days of old, when the law courts 
were held in Westminster Hail. In consequence of Mr. Justice Grantham 
being detained at the Central Criminal Court, the improvised extra court 
was not required for occupation so soon as was anticipated, but Mr. Justice 
Darling was to sit there on Thursday last. 


Correspondence. 


The Notification of Births. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In your issue of the 26th of O.tober last there is a ‘‘ Reading 
of the New Statutes,” containing (on p. 822) an account of the 
Notification of Births Act, 1907, in which your contributor appears 
to be under the impression that this Act alters the duties of the public 
with regard to registration of births under the Registration Act, 1874, 

Thus, your contributor states that in areas in which the new Act 
is adopted, the period for registering a birth with the registrar of 
births will be reduced from forty-two days to thirty-six hours, and 
that, whereas registration of births has only been required hitherto in 
the case of children born alive, henceforth notification will under the 
new Act be requisite in the case of stillborn children. 

1 beg to point out, however, that the new Act does not in any way 
alter the duties of the public with regard to registration of births 
with the registrar of births, but only imposes a further duty of notifi- 
cation of all births to quite another official—viz., the medical officer 
of health, in areas where the Act is adopted. ; 

This will be seen, on reference to sub-section 4 of section 1 of the 
Act, which provides that the notification required by the Act is in 
addition to, and not in substitution for, the requirements of any Act 
relating to the registration of births. 

It will be noted also that the notification under the new Act can be 
effected by post, whereas registration of births can only be carried 
out by the informant attending before the registrar of births, and 
signing either the birth register or the form of declaration prescribed 
in certain cases. ; 

It is to be feared that the misapprehension above referred to will 
be general, and that parents will be under the impression that, having 
notified births to the medical officer, there is no necessity for them to 
attend before the registrar of births to register the birth in the pre- 
scribed way. ; 

I therefore venture to suggest that town clerks, medical officers, 
and other officials, whose duty it is to notify the public of the adoption 
of the Act in any area, should take care to make it clear that the 
duty of registering births with the proper registrar must be observed 
in precisely the same manner as heretofore. 

220, Brixton-road, 8.W., Dec. 11. E. D. L. Witmor. 

[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


CURTICE v. LONDON CITY AND MIDLAND BANK. No.2. 11th Dec. 
Banker—CxHEequs—OounTERMAND BY TELEGRAM. 


A telegram countermanding a cheque may reasonably and in the ordinary course 
of business be acted upon by a bank, at least to the extent of postponing the 
honouring of the cheque untsl further inquiry can be made, but the bank +s not 
bound as a matter of law to accept an unauthenticated telegram as an authority for 
refusing to pay a cheque. 

This was an appeal from the decision of a Divisional Court. The 
question was originally raised by an appeal by the defendants from a 
decision by the judge of the Marylebone County Court. It appeared that 
the plaintiff, who was a farmer at Edenbridge, Kent, bought certain 
horses on the 31st of October, 1906, paying for them by a cheque for £63 
on the defendant bank. While on his way home he sent a telegram to the 
bank directing them not to pay the cheque. The telegram was sent after 
bank hours, and the county court judge found that it was put into the 
bank letter-box, and that it did not in fact come into the hands of 
the bank officials until the morning of the 2nd of November, whereas it 
ought to have come to their hands on the morning of the 1st of November. 
On the lst of November the cheque was specially presented to the bank by 
post through another bank with a telegraph form attached, the defendant 
bank being desired to wire whether the cheque was all right. The cheque 
was in fact paid by the defendants before they had had any intimation of the 
attempt to stop it. They having so paid it, the plaintiff sued them to 
recover the amount, the form of action being for money had and received 
by the defendants to the use of the plaintiff. The county court judge 
gave judgment in favour of the plaintiff, holding that the telegram was 

ut in the letter-box of the bank on the 31st of October, and was over- 
ooked by the cashier in clearing the box on the lst of November, and 
that defendants must be taken to have received it when they opened t 
letters for that day; a banker receiving a telegram purporting to stop & 
cheque disregarded it at his peril, and if defendants in fact received, or 
must be taken to have received, plaintiff’s telegram before the cheque was 
presented for payment they were were responsible for having paid it. “ 
Divisional Court (Darling and A. T. Lawrence, JJ.) held that there might ni 
a countermand of payment by telegram, but upon the question whether 
this particular case there had or had not been a countermand the court 
were divided in opinion. A. T. Lawrence, J., was of opinion that there 
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was no countermand until the contents of the plaintiff’s telegram came to 
the knowledge of the manager of the defendants’ branch, and that the 
defendants, having paid the cheque according to its tenor and without in 
fact having notice of any countermand, had done nothing roper, and 
that an action for money had and received would not £. "Behn » Jey 
however, was of opinion that the countermand must be held to have been 
communicated to the manager on the morning of the lst of November, 
when the letters taken from the letter-box were opened, and that the 
defendants could not be heard to say that the countermand was not 
effective, as it was due to the default of their own servants that the 
contents of the telegram had not come to the knowledge of their manager. 
In these circumstances Lawrence, J., as the junior judge, withdrew his 
opinion, and the appeal was dismissed. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercner Movtron and FarweE, 
L,.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—The question in this appeal is whether a cheque 
drawn by the plaintiff upon his bankers, the dants, was counter- 
manded within the meaning of section 75 the Bills of E Act, 
1882, by reason of a telegram dispatched by the plaintiff to vom 4 Fa 
lordship stated the facts of the case, and continued:] Under these 
circumstances the county court judge has found that the cheque 
was countermanded, and given judgment for the plaintiff. In the 
Divisional Court Darling, J., agreed with the county court judge; A. T. 
Lawrence, J., took the opposite view. Countermand is really a question 
of fact. It means much more than a change of purpose on the part of 
the customer. It means, in addition, the notification of that change of 
purpose to the bank. There is no such thing as a constructive 
countermand in a commercial transaction of this k In my opinion, 
on the admitted facts of this case, the cheque was not countermanded 
in fact, although it may well be that it was due to the negligence of the 
bank that they did not receive notice of the customer’s desire to stop 
the cheque. For such negligence the bank might be liable, but the 
measure of damage would be by no means the same as in an action for 
money had and received. I agree with the judgment of Lawrence, J., on 
this point, and that is sufficient to dispose of the appeal. But as we have 
had an argument addressed to us as to the effect upon the duty of s bank 
of the mere receipt of a telegram, I wish to add a few words. A telegram 
may reasonably and in the ordinary course of business be acted upon by 
the bank, at least to the extent of the honouring of the cheque 
until further inquiry can be made. ButI am not gat that the bank 
is bound as a matter of law to accept an unauthenticated telegram as 
sufficient authority for the serious step of refusing to pay a cheque. The 
ap must be allowed. 

teTcHER Movutton and Farwett, L.JJ., also delivered judgments 

allowing the appeal.—Counset, Hugo Young, K.0., and Holden; English 

Harrison, K.0,, and Douglas Hogg. Soxicrrons, Weekes § Co. ; Cooper ¢ Bake. 
[Reported by J. I. Stizuive, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


PONSOLLE v. WEBBER. Neville, J. 25th, 26th, and 27th Nov.; 
5th Dec. 


Srock Excnance—Rvuies anp Recuiations—Ovursipe Princreat—Loan 
on SHares—Deravutt or PrincrpAL—APPpLicaTION OF RULES. 


A firm of stockbrokers having received instructions from the plaintiff to negotiate 
@ loan on the security of shares, obtained from the defendant for the next settling 
day a loan which was made to them on the condition that the shares forming the 
seourily were sold through a member of the Stock Exchange for the next settling 
day at a price equal to the amount of such loan, The plaintiff failing to put the 
brokers in funds to complete the transaction, the brokers were declared defaulters on 
the Stock Exchange, and the defendant was compelled to take up the shares at the 
price fixed by the official assignee. Subsequently, owing to .a rise in price, the 
defendant was able to sell the shares at a considerable profit. 

_ Held, that the rules and regulations of the Stock Exchange were only intended to 
bind the members of the Stock Exchange, and that the relations of an outside 
principal with a member of the Stock Exchange must be governed by the general 
law of the land, and that the defendant, as mortgagee, was bound 10 account to the 
plaintif’, his mortgagor, for the balanee of the proceeds of the sale of shares, after 
deducting his principal, interest, and costs. 

The plaintiff was a dealer in stocks and shares and an outside broker ; 
the defendant was a jobber on the Stock Exchange. In the month of 
duly, 1906, the plaintiff was entitled by purchase to 7,000 shares of £1 
each, fully paid, in the Lloyd Copper Co. (Limited). Being desirous of 
—s money on these shares, he, by his agent, instructed Messrs. 
Canecellor & White, stockbrokers, to obtain a loan for him on the security 
of these shares, and accordingly Messrs. Oancellor & White 
the defendant with a view to obtaining an advance from him. The 
defendant was only willing to lend a sum of £3,400 on the shares until the 
next settling day if Mesers. Cancellor & White could sell the shares for 
the next account at 10s. a share. The sum to be advanced by the 
d-fendant was at the rate of 10s. per share, less interest at the rate of 6 
per cent. per annum for the period interv until the next settlement 
and a commission of 1}d. per share. Messrs. Cancellor & White were 
informed by their principal that Messrs. Tracey, Fox, & Co., stockbrokers 
were willing to purchase the shares for delivery on the next i : 
Thereupon the defendant advanced a total sum of £3,450 1s. 9d. on the 

, and received by way of security certified transfers in respect of 
some of the shares and transfers and certificates in respect of the 
remainder of such shares. The agreement by Messrs. Tracey, Fox, & Go. 
to purchase the shares had been entered into by them on the instructions | 


f the plaintiff as an undisclosed principal, but the plaintiff failed tosupply . 
ney me Fox, & Co. with funds to complete the at ee . 


In consequence of the default of the tiff Messrs. Tracey, Fox, & Co. were 
unable to complete a on the next settling day, and were declared 
defaulters on the . Thereupon the defendant called on 


Messrs. Cancellor & White to repay the loan with interest and commission, 
but the plaintiff had also failed to supply them with funds for the purpose 
so that they were unable to meet their en ments and were deciared 
defaulters on the Stock Exc’! . On the failure of Messrs. Cancellor & 
White to take the shares the defendant was himself compelled, in. 
accordance with the rules and tions of the Stock Exchange, to take 
the shares at a price fixed o 'y and independently as the fair current. 
on the Stock Exchange, and to hold the same for his absolute use. 
uch official price was fixed at 8s. per share. The defendant was entitled 
to prove in res of any balance remaining owing to him over and above 
the value of the security against Messrs. or & White, who after- 
wards paid such difference and were reinstated on the Stock Exchange. 
The shares subsequently rose in value, and the defendant was able to sell 
them at a profit to himself of £1,600, which amount he claimed to retain 
on the ground that upon the default of Messrs. Cancellor & White he had 
been compelled to take the shares at the official price and to hold the same 
for his own absolute use. ‘The plaintiff claimeda declaration that the 
defendant, until the realization of the shares, continued to hold them by 
way of security only for repayment of the advance of £3,400 with interest 
and commission, an account of the proceeds of such realization and pay- 
— by the defendant of the balance of the said proceeds after ying 
security. 

Nevittz, J.—This case raises a short point, and the question really is, 
whether rules 152 and 160 of the Stock Exchange Rules and Regulations 
of 1906 apply to principals who are not members of the Stock Exchange, 
or whether they are limited in all cases to the relations of the members of 
the Stock inter se. Now, it has been decided that when an 
outside principal has ag os his duty these rules regulate the relations 
of the members of the Stock Exchange inter se and do not affect the 
outside principal. But it is argued that where an outside principal has 
failed to do his duty these rules must be deemed to be incorporated in the 
contract and are binding on the outside principal. This cannot be so. 
The real question is whether the contract incorporates these rules or not. 
I do not think it does, The rules are only intended to bind the members 
of the Stock Exchange, and therefore the relations of an outside principal 
with a member of the Stock Exchange must be governed by the general 
law of the land. Holding as I do that the rules are not eppliceble, not- 
withstanding the fact that the brokers were not put in funds by the plaintiff 
to enable them to carry out the transactions, I have to consider the general, 
law of the transaction as applying to the relations of mortgagor and 
mortgagee. Now, there is no rule so strong as this, that a m can, 
take nothing by his security but principal, interest, and costs, in no 
other way but foreclosure can he secure the property in mortgage to him. 
The rule of debtor and creditor is not altered use the debtor fails to 
pay: In the absence of foreclosure, could the defendant make the shares 

is property? I think not. Consequently the defendant, ha sold 
the shares, is bound to account to the plaintiff, hie mortgagor, for the 
balance of the proceeds of the sale, after deducting his principal, interest, 
and costs. Accounts must be taken between the es, and the order 
should be prefaced by the words that the defendant held the shares as 
mortgagee, and an account must be taken of what was due for principal, 
interest, and costs. The defendant’s costs must include the costs of the 
action, except so far as they have been increased by his claim to hold the 
shares as his own property.—CounseL, Athin, K.C., and Waggett ; Isaacs, 
K.C., Jenkins, K.C., and Bischof’. Soxicrrons, Osborn ¢ Osborn ; Bischoff, 
Dodgson, Coxe, Bompas, § Bischoff. 

[Reported by Epwarp J. M. Cuar.ix, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
BELLINGHAM & CO. (LIM.) v. HURLEY. Lawrance, J. 16th Nov.; 
7th Dec. 





Guananrer—Svurery vor A Loan—Paromissony Nore—Time Given to 
Parcreat Desror—Liasuiry or Sunery. 

The ordinary doctrine that where time is given to the proncipal debtor the surety 
is thereby dsscharged, does not apply where the security given is a promissory note, 
because a promissory note is a “ promise to pay on demand,” and therefore, unlike 
a bill of exchange, is a continuing seowrity until payment has been made, and the’ 
surety re 

Action tried under Order 14, before Lawrance, J., sitting withouta jury, in 
which the learned judge reserved judgment. The action was t 
the plaintiffs to recover from the defendant the sum of £90 13s., 
balance of £100 upon a promissory note dated the 23rd of October, 
Evidence was given which shewed that the defendant became surety for 
his brother for a loan of £100 upon his entering into possession of 


Beg 


Fi 


George IV. public-house, Haggerston. Subsequently an —— 
was made telouen ts plaintiffs and the defendant's brother that in con- 
sideration of £10 down and £10 a month an undertaking by the 
brother to pay cash for further goods supplied, the plaintiffs agreed not to 
ress a ju nt they had signed him, the first item of claim 
being in respect of the £100 represented by the note, This 
arrangement was not communicated to the Subsequently the. 





to 
brother gave up the public-house of which he was tenant it 
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necessary for the plaintiffs to sue on the promissory note. The defence 
relied on was that this arrangement was a binding agreement between the 
principal debtor and the creditor to give time to the principal debtor, 
and the defendant, being a surety, was accordingly relieved from liability. 
During the argument couusel submitted that a surety was only discharged 
by reason of an agreement to give time, if by giving time to the principal 
debtor the surety was prejudiced. That was not shewn by the evidence 
to be the case here, and Prendergast v. Devey (6 Madd. 124) was cited. 
Lawrancz, J., in giving judgment, said that under ordinary circum- 
stances giving time to a principal debtor was a discharge of liability 
where a guarantee was given bya bill of exchange, because the principle 
was that no greater liability should be imposed upon a surety than that 
which he originally undertook. The present case, however, was different 
from that of a bill of exchange, inasmuch as in the case of a promissory 
note the liability was ‘‘ to pay on demand,’’ and a promissory note was a 
continuing security. He agreed with counsel for the plaintiffs that until 
demand was made the instrument remained operative, and consequently 
the principle of giving time did not apply to releace the surety. Judgment 
would therefore be entered for the plaintiffs for the amount of the claim 
with costs and interest at 5 per cent. On the application of the defendant’s 
counsel, a stay was granted on the usual terms, his lordship saying he 
thought the point should be considered by the Court of Appeal.—Covnszt, 
J. B. Matthews ; Tindale Davies. Soxicrtors, EB. T. Lea; H. Davis. 
[Reported by Erskine Rein, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v. OWEN AND OTHERS (JUSTICES). Ex parte SCOVELL. 
Div. Court, 9th Dec, 


Does Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 56), s. 2—Compiaint THat Doo was 
Dancerovs—Orper or Magistrates taHat “Dog SHovtp ge Lep By A 
Leash BY Day anv Cnarnep Ur at Nicut’’—Discretion To OrpER 
Justices To Stare a Case—Crrtionsari—Rvute DiscHarcep. 


An order was made by justices that a certain dog, alleged to be dangerous, 
should be kept under proper control and led by a leash by day and chained up at 
night. The owner applied to the justices to state a case, alleging, inter alia, that 
the words ‘‘avd chained up at night’’ rendercd the order ultra vires. The 
justices refused. A rule for a mandamus was then obtained calling upon the 
Justices to state a case. 

Held, that, as the main question, whether in making the order the justices had 
acted ultra viren, could more properly be raised by writ of certiorari, the rule for 
@ mandamus to the justices to state a case would be discharged as in the discre- 
tion of the court, the application to justices being based on several grounds, some 
of which were frivolous, the facts were unsuitable to raise the main question, 
which the court was asked to determine. 


In this caso a rule nisi for a mandamus directed to the magistrates of 
Amlweh, Anglesey, to shew cause why they should not state a special 
case. The facts were that on the complaint of a police constable the 
magistrates made an order, under section 2 of the Dogs Act, 1871, that 
a dog belonging to the applicant Scovell being dangerous, ‘‘ the said dog 
should be kept under proper control and led by a leash by day and chained 
up by night.’’ The applicant contended that, whether on the evidence 
the justices could order the dog to be kept under proper control or not, 
they had no power to specify the mode of control. He therefore applied 
to them to state a special case for the opinion of the High Court on this 
and other points. The magistrates refused. Thereupon this rule was 
applied for and granted. Counsel, in shewing cause, said that the dog in 

uestion had since died. He submitted that the section clearly empowered 
justices not only to order a dangercus dog to be kept under control, but 
to specify the mode of control the owner was to adopt. Here the justices 
considered apparently that even if muzzled the dog would, if at large, still 
be dangerous. Counsel in support of the rule contended that so long as 
the dog was on private property the justices had no power to specify what 
steps to keep the dog from being a danger to the public the owner should 
adopt. [Cxanneti, J.—Why could you not apply for a certiorari to quash 
the order?] The fact that another remedy existed did not prevent a 
mandamus being applied for. The case being one of importance to dog 
owners, the applicant had decided to require the justices to state a case, in 
in order that the question should be fully considered and disposed of on 
its merits. 

CuAnnzLL, J., in giving judgment, said the application to the justices to 
state a case had been made on more than one ground, and as to most of 
them there was really no question that the magistrates were quite right 
in saying that they were frivolous. But among the grounds was one that 
part of the order was ulird vires. He was not going to decide, and 
must not be taken to decide, in dismissing the application, that the coart 
held that magistrates had power to order the manner in which an alleged 
dangerous dog should be kept under control on the private property of 
the owner by the owner. But the court thought that the point pa | be 

more conveniently in another way—namely, by a writ of certiorari. 
The question whether the court should order justices to state a case was 
a matter of discretion for the judges who heard the application. In this 
case in their discretion they came to the conclusion that they would not 
order the magistrates to state a case, and the rule therefore would be 
discharged. 


Beay and Svrron, JJ., concurred. Rule discharged with costs.— 
Counszt, Bilis Grifith ; F. B. Smith. Soxicrrors, Norris, Allens, § Co., for 
J. W. Paynter, Amiwch ; L. W. Byrne, for R, Gordon-Roberts, Amlwch. 

[Reported by Exsxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HARGRAVES v. SPACKMAN. Div. Court. 9th Dec. 


ApvutreraTion—Mrix-—Anrstrraction or Fat—Warranty sy Farmer To 
Wuoxesate Surety Damy Company—No Warranty py Company To 





Reram. Pugcnaserk Excerpt trHat THE Mik was Soip as Suerimep 
ro Toem by Farmer—Liasiuiry or Retaiter—Foop anp Drves’ Acr, 
1875, ss. 9, 24. 


The respondent, a milkman, contracted with a wholesale firm for ‘‘a supply of 
genuine milk as received from farmers.’’ There was also this clause in the agree- 
ment: ‘‘ It is fully understood that this agreement is for milk as received from the 


Sarmers, that no warranty is hereby implied, and that the buyer must satisfy - 


himself of its quality before it is accepted by him.’’ On an information laid 
under section 9 of the Act of 1875 against the respondent by the appellant for 
selling to him milk from which 23 per cent. of fat had been abstracted, 

Held, reversing the decision of the justices, that the respondent could not rely on 
section 25 of the Act of 1875, because the warranty given by the farmer to the 
wholesale company was not a warranty to the respondent, 


Special case stated by the Surrey justices, An information was laid by 
the appellant, an inspector of weights and measures, for that the respondent 
‘*did unlawfully sell to him to his prejudice . milk from which 
23 per cent. of fat had been abstracted . . . contrary to section 9 of 
the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875.”” The respondent had contracted 
with the Dairy Supply Co. (Limited) for a supply ‘‘ of genuine milk as 
received from farmers.’? Theagreement continued: ‘‘It is fully under- 
stood that this agreement is for milk as received from the farmers, that no 
warranty is hereby implied, and that the buyer must satisfy himself of its 
quality before it is accepted by him.’’ The case found that it was part of 
the arrangement that the milk should be actually supplied to the respondent 
by a farmer named Golding, of Fullerton, Hampshire, by consignment 
under warranty from Fullerton, and that this was done; that the sample 
taken by the respondent was from a churn so received, and that to the 
churn attached a label on which were the words ‘‘To the Dairy Supply 
Co. . . . Warranted pure new milk with all its cream and free from 
preservative. Delivered under contract.—T. Golding.’’ It was admitted 
that the requirements of section 1 of the Act of 1875 had been complied 
with. The respondent relied on section 25 of the Act, which provided 
that, ‘‘ If the defendant in any prosecution under this Act prove . . . that 
he had purchased the article in question as the same in nature, substance, 
and quality as thet demanded of him by the prosecutor, and with a written 
warranty to that effect ; that he had no reason to believe at the time that 
he sold it that the article was otherwise, and that he sold it in the same 
state as when he purchased it, he shall be discharged from the prosecu- 
tion.’”? The justices were of opinion that the respondent had purchased 
the milk as the same in nature, substance, and quality as that demanded of 
him, and with a written warranty, and dismissed the information. The 
inspector appealed, and the point argued was whether the respondent could 
take advantage of the defence under section 25, it being submitted on 
behalf of the appellant, that he could not, because the warranty was not 
one from the vendor to him, but from a third party to his vendor. 


Tue Covrr allowed the appeal. 


CuanneLL, J., said that the case raised a point which had never directly 
come before the court, although it had been referred to indirectly by the 
Lord Chief Justice in Sanders v. Sadler (713. P.3) The point was a fine 
one, but the court was of opinion that the ae should be allowed. The 
respondent received an eight gallon churn of milk from Golding which he 
believed, and had every reason to believe, was good milk, and all the facts 
necessary to establish his defence under section 25 had been found in his 
favour except one—namely, that he had not received warranty in writing 
from his vendor. His lordship thought that the warranty to be available 
must be something from the vendor to him, for in a general way “‘ warranty”’ 
referred to a warranty from the vendor to the purchaser. If the warranty 
from the supply company to the middleman had by written agreement 
been transferred to the respondent, he would be inclined to think that the 
latter would have had a good defence under section 25 in the present case. 
He did not decide that point. But here it seemed quite clear that he was 
not given the benefit of the warranty which the supply company 
got from their consignor. The special case stated t it was 
part of the arrrangement that the respondent was to get the 
milk from Golding ‘‘ under warranty,’’ but that arrangement was not 
in writing. Then it was contended by the respondent that the label in 
itself was a warranty, and he referred to Irving v. Callow Park Dairy Co, 
(87 L. T. 70), but Bacon v. Callow Park Dairy Co., decided with the last 
case, appeared conclusively to shew that the label was no part of the 
contract, because it was addressed to the supply company, and on the 
face of it was a warranty tothem. If the ndent was successfully to 
rely on the defence given by section 25 he must shew that he had 
warranty from his vendor in writing, and that was just what he failed to 
do. The appeal, therefore, must be allowed. 

Bray and Svurron, JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed with costs.— 
CounsgL, G. Cecil Whiteley ; H. J. Rowlands. Souicrrons, 7. W. Wheeling ; 
W. T. Ricketts § Son. 

[Reported by Easxuve Rei, Barrister-at-Law.] 


RHONDDA URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL ACTING BY THE RHONDDA 
TRAMWAYS CO. (LIM.) o. TAFF VALE RAILWAY CO. Bray, J- 
4th Dec. 


Tramways —Tramway Oompany— Power or, To ALTER Posrrion OF 
TececrarpH Wires Crossinc Avurnornizep Ways at Less EevarTion 
THAN TROLLEY Wire—Powsr To Enter Lanp or Owners or WIRES 
ror Sucn A.reration—Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. hs 
8. 830—Ruonppa Ursan Disraicr Counci, (Tramways) Act, 1902 (2 
Ep, 7, c. cLxm.). 


By section 30 of the Tramways Act, 1870, for the purpose of laying down @ 
tramway, the promoters may, ‘‘ where and as far as it is necessary, of may 
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expedient for the purpose of preventing frequent interruption of the trafic 
by repairs,” alter the position of telegraph wires, subject to the restrvetions con- 
tained in the said section. 


Held, that the words “‘ for the purpose of preventing frequent interruption of 


the trafic by repairs’’ only qualify the words ‘‘ as may appear expedient,” and 
that, therefore, the promoters may, for the purpose of laying down a tramway, 
alter the position of the wires ‘‘ where and as far as it is necessary.”’ 
Held, also, that if, by the second restriction or proviso to the section, the 
ters must, before they can remove these wires, substitute other wires, the 
section necessarily implies the power to effect such substitution. 


Award in the form of a special case pursuant to the Arbitration Act, 
1889, stated by an arbitrator appointed by the Board of Trade under 
section 33 of the Tramways Act, 1870. e Rhondda Urban District 
Council having obtained the power of laying tramways on certain roads 
under the Rhondda Urban District Council (Tramways) Act, 1902, entered 
into an agreement for a lease of the tramways with the Rhondda Tramway 
Co. (Limited). The tramways authorized passed over four bridges, the 
property of the Taff Vale Railway Oo. A number of telephone and 
telegraph wires owned by the railway company crossed these bridges at or 
nearly at right angles to the roadway at an elevation of less than 21 feet 
from the roadway. These wires were supported on posts, the property 
of the railway company, erected on the railway company’s land. The 
roads passing over the bridges were highways. The special Act of the 
council authorized the use of mechanical power for the tramway, and 
in fact the trolley or overhead system was adopted. By the regula- 
tions of the Board of Trade the wire on which the trolley is worked must 
be 21 feet above the surface of the road, and at each of these four 

there was to be a protecting wire 23 feet above ‘the roadway. 
Under these circumstances the parties went to arbitration under section 33 
of the Tramways Act, 1870. By section 30 of the 'Tsamways Act, 1870: 
“ For the purpose of making, forming, laying down, maintaining, repairing, 
or renewing any of their tramways, the promoters may from time to time, 
where and as far as it is necessary, or may appear expedient for the purpose 
of preventing frequent interruption of the traffic by repairs or works in 
connection with the same, alter the position of any mains or pipes for 
the supply of gas and water, or any tube, wires, or apparatus for 
phic or other purposes, subject to the provisions of this Act, 
and also subject to the following restrictions (tnat is to say): . . . 
2, The promoters shall not remove or displace any of the mains or pipes, 
valves, syphons, plugs, tubes, wires, or apparatus, or other works belonging 
to or controlled by any such company or person, or do anything to 
impede the passage of water or gas or the telegraphic or other communica- 
tion into or through such mains or pipes, without the consent of such 
company or person, or in any other manner than such company or person 
shall approve, until good and sufficient mains, pipes, valves, syphons, 
plugs, and other works necessary or proper for continuing the supply of 
water, or gas, or telegraphic or other communication, as sufficiently as the 
same was supplied by the mains or pipes, tubes, wires, or apparatus proposed 
to be removed or displaced, shall at the expense of the promoters have been 
first made and laid down in lieu thereof and ready for use, and to the satis- 
faction of the surveyor or engineer of such water or gas or other company or of 
such person, orin case of disagreement between such surveyorore eer and 
the promoters, as an engineer appointed by the Board of Trade direct.’’ 
The contentions of the parties as stated by the arbitrator were as follows : 
(Par. 19.] It was contended on behalf of the tramway company that upon 
the true construction of the special Act and sections 30 and 33 of Part IL 
of the Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict.), the tramway company was 
entitled either to alter the position of the wires themselves or to call upon 
the railway company to do so at the expense of the tramway company. 
[Par. 20.] It was contended on behalf of the railway company that the 
wamway company was not empowered, upon the true construction of the 
special Act, nor by Part II. of the Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict.), to 
the position of the railway company’s wires or to call upon the 
railway company to alter their position, The arbitrator held and awarded 
that the contention of the tramway company was correct. The questions 
for the opinion of the court were the questions appearing in the 
contentions as set out above. 


Bray, J.—The only question in this case is which of the contentions set 
out in the special case are correct. As to pa ph 19, Mr. Bailhache 
has admitted that he cannot support the second limb of the paragraph, 
but he contends that the tramways company are entitled to alter the 
position of the wires at their own expense. And I have to decide whether 
they have that power under section 30 of the Tramways Act, 1870. [The 
learned judge read the section.] Mr. Bailhache contends that the tram- 
way company, under that section, can remove the wires (1) where and as 
far as it is necessary, and (2) where it may appear expedient for the 
—_— of preventing frequent interruptions of the traffic by repairs. 

. Bankes says that the words ‘‘for the purpose of preventing frequent 
interruption of the traffic by repairs” are applicable to the words 
“where and so far as it is necessary,” as well as to the words ‘‘or may 
appear expedient.’’ Therefore, he says, the tramway company can only 
employ these powers where it is necessary for the purpose of preventing 
frequent interruption of the traffic. I think the contention of Mr. 
Bailhache is the right one: that if a tramway company could not 
lay their tramway without altering the position of the wires, they 
have power to alter their position, and that they were also given 
an itional power to alter the position of the wires where it 
was not necessary, but where it may appear expedient for the pur- 
oe of preventing frequent interruption of the traffic repairs. 

this were not so, the result would lead to absurdity. For then if the 
wires were so placed that they did not interrupt traffic by repairs, but 
Prevented it altogether, there would be no power to alter their position. 











Section 23 of the Rhondda Urban District Council (Tramways) Act, 1902, 
supports my view. But I do not rely w that. I think the true 
construction of section 30 was that con for by the tramway company, 
so I think the tramway company are entitled to alter the position of these 
wires. Mr. Bankes also contended that under the second restriction 
or proviso to the section the tramway company cannot, without the, 
consent of the railway company, remove these wires until they have 
substituted other wires, and that to do that they must go upon of 
the railway company, which is outside the limits of deviation imposed 
by the special Act. I should think that probably is so. Then he says 
that they have no power to effect such a substitution. But it seems to me 


that when the section gives the tramway company power to alter the 
position of the wires, it also gives them po og ow to enter u the 
railway company’s land for that purpose. I think, therefore, that the con- 
tention in the first part of paragraph 19 is and that all the 


contentions of the railway company as set out by themselves in - 
graph 22 of the case are incorrect.—Counsen, Bailhache ; Bankes, K.O., 
and Goldberg. Soxicrrons, Deacon, Gibson, Medealf, § Marriott ; Williamson, 
Hill, § Co., for Ingledew § Sons, Cardiff. 

[Reported by C, G, Monax, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


HINDLE v. BROWN. Pickford, J. 14th Dec. 


MIsREPRESENTATION BY VENDOR OF PictunEs—INNOCENT MISREPRESENTATION 
By AvcriongER—Exxcutep Contract—Pictures ReruRNep BY PuRCcHASER 
AND Cuzque Storprep—Acrion on CHEQUE. 


Held, the auctwoneer was entitled to sue on a cheque given by the purchaser of 
certain pictures, which had been falsely “‘ attributed to’’ several well-known 
artists in the catalogue, as the catalogue been prepared on the instructions of 
the vendor, and the misrepresentations made by the auctioneer were made in 
Saith by him, because the return of the pictures and the stopping of the cheque by 
the purchaser did not put the parties in the same position as they were in before 
the sale. ; 

Seddon and the Lordon Salt Co. v. North-Eastern Salt Co. and Others 
(1905, 1 Ch. 326) followed. 


Action tried before Pickford, J., anda special jury, at the Manchester 
Assizes. The action was ee by an auctioneer to recover £138 odd 


upon a cheque which the defendant had given for certain pictures sold 
the plaintiff as agent for a person Barclay, payment of which 
been stopped. © fuer enamel cules auanions bas thon te Os 


judge, and upon these answers judgment was reserved. 

Prcxrorp, J., in giving judgment, said the pictures were represented by 
Barclay to the plaintiff as being by or attributed to certain artiste. The 
apy were accordingly described in the catalogue, which was —— 

y a clerk in the plaintiff's employ, as “‘the property of a gentleman 
going abroad, and as a valuable ection of oil paintings and water- 
colour drawings, embracing choice examples by or attributed to””—and 
then followed the names of a number of well-known aftists. After each 
picture the name of the artist was given without any further words. The 
auction was aes ne 26th of June, — the def = peers pen - 

ictures, for w e gave the ue uestion. t 
: oTia gettlod with Barcla a 


cash the cheque at once. not knowing at the time , 
that the defendant objected to t’s suspicions had 
been aroused by something which been told him by his son, and he 


wrote asking for the name of the vendor, and on the of July returned 
the pictures and stopped payment of the cheque. The action was brought 
on the cheque. The defendant pleaded that the vendor and the plaintiff, as 
his auctioneer, made the representation as to the pictures “ knowing them 
to be false, or alternatively, made them recklessly without caring whether 
they were true or false,” while to the defendant’s case none of 
the pictures were by the artists to whom they were attributed but were 
* akes.”? aS ee ury and gl te were 
as follows: (1) Were the representations e catalogue respect to 
the pictures false? Answer.—Yes. (2) If so, were they fraudulently 
made by Barclay? Answer.—No. (3) Were they fraudulently made by 
the plaintiff? Answer.—No. The jury found a difficulty in 

the next question, and accordingly the following question was substituted :\ 
(4) Were the false representations an inducement to the defendant to buy ? 
Answer.—Yes. The question was whether upon these findings the plaintiff 
was entitled to judgment. The first t taken by the defendant's 
counsel was that the plaintiff sued as agent in the transaction for Barclay, 
ont being ee Wy SS ee ee ee eo ee 
entitled to judgment, His p did not t under the : 
pe gy ar aetna oat oe bo his own name and in his own 
right. as he had he was entitled to succeed on 
that point. é the tations were 
made innocently still they were such that the defendant could rescind the 
contract and een Bee But that could oply be done wi 


—_ 





could be their original position (Seddon v. North- 
Bastern Salt Co., 1905, TOG. 326), B gainst the view there by 
Joyce, J., Rawlins v. Wickham (28 L. J. Ch. 188) had been ci It had 
been contended that if the plaintiff obtained the e would 


pictures 

be in the enme position Sescus Be Set SS ee Barclay, but 
his lordship thought that was not so, because even 

ae port meg Barclay it might be fruitless. Therefore the plaintiff 

could not be put in the same ition as X 
eae Sea Sagar, RO. aad 7, Cored eee, en 
costs. —CounsBL, , * ° ; C., 
EB. Acton. Soxscrrons, Indermaur $ Brown, for H. T. Smith, Bou 
J. J. Dallas, Preston. 

{Reported by Easxinz Earp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re MACFADYEN. Lx parte GLASS AND OTHERS. 
9th Dec. 


Banxruprcy—Compromise or Cxrarms By anp AGainst THe TrusTEE— 
Banxrvrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 57, sus-secrions 7, 8. 
The Court sanctioned a compromise of claims by and against a trustee in bank- 
ruptey, whereby the claim against the trustee was reduced and the claim by the 
trustee was satisfied by the issue to the trustee of shares in a limited company. 


Application to the court to sanction a compromise of claims by and 
against the trustee. The bankrupt Macfadyen had from 1899 down to 
bis bankruptcy and death in 1906 worked certain mines in Central India, 
in a syndicate with Messrs. Glass, Turner, and Gracey, the applicants in 
this motion. The applicants owned seven-tenths of the venture, and 
Macfadyen three-tenths. All had gone well down to the date of 
Macfadyen’s failure and death, in October, 1906, after which it was dis- 
covered that Macfadyen had pledged bills of lading and sold minerals, the 
property of the mining syndicate, and applied the money to the purposes 
of his own firm. The applicants consequently had a claim against his 
estate for £73,000. On the other hand, the trustee had a claim against the 
syndicate for the bankrupt’s three-tenths share thereof. The syndicate 
offered to reduce their claim to £30,000, to be charged against the bank- 
rupt’s share, provided that the trustee would consent to the formation of a 
company in which all the assets of the syndicate were to be vested, and 
for the issue of fully-paid shares in such company in the proportion of 
seven-tenths to the applicants and three-tenths to the trustee. The 
trustee and the committee of inspection were willing to consent to such 
compromise, but it was considered advisable to apply to the court to 
sanction the scheme, as it involved the acceptance by the trustee of shares, 
not cash, in settlement of his claim. Counsel for the applicant stated the 
facts, and counsel for the trustee satisfied the court that there was jurisdic- 
tion to allow such a compromise. He referred to section 57, sub-sections 7 
and 8, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and cited Re New (1901, 2 Ch. 534), 
West of England and South Wales District Bank v. Murch (23 Ch. D. 138), and 
Re Agra and Masterman’s Bank (12 Eq., at p. 509 note). 

Puititmore, J., authorized the trustee to consent to the proposed com- 
promise. Counset, Rawlins, K.C., and Schilier ; Gore-Browne, K.C., and 
Hansell, Souacrrons, Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. ; Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraycxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Phillimore, J. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Solicitor Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 
Dec. 16.—Witi1am Joun Trerext. 
Solicitor Suspended. 


Dec. 16.—Francis Owen Civutron, 12, Great James-street, Bedford-row, 
suspended for six months. 








New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1907-8. 
Noricz. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During the Christmas Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require to 
be immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the judges who for 
the time being shall act as Vacation judges. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Parker will act as Vacation Judge from 
Monday, December 23rd, to Thursday, December 26th, both days inclusive. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Pickford will act as Vacation Judge from 
Friday, December 27th, to Saturday, January 4th, 1908, both days 
inclusive. His a will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on 
Monday, December 30th. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Parker will act as Vacation Judge from 
Monday, January 6th, 1908, to Friday, January 10th, both days inclusive. 
His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Monday, 
January 6th. 

On days other than those when the Vacation Judges sit in chambers 
applications in urgent matters may be made to their lordships personally 


or Wh post. 
hen applications are made by post the brief of counsel should be sent 

to the judge by book post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies 
of ‘the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope capable of receiving the 
papers, addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Regis- 
trar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of 
Justice, London, W.O.’’ 

On gpm for injunction, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

sent to the judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Judge for the time being actingas Vacation Judge 
can be obtained on application at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 





The Chambers of Mr. Justice Wargrcton and Mr. Justice Panges. 
(Division § to Z) will be open (for Vacation business only) from 10 to 2 og 
Tuesday, December 24; Friday, December 27, Tuesday, December 3], 
1907 ; Wednesday, January 1; Thursday, January 2 ; and Friday, January 
3, 1908. 








Compulsory Land Registration. 


SOME REMARKS ON THE PRESENT SITUATION. 


Tue following paper has been issued by the Law Society :— 

The history of the Land Registry is somewhat singular. It was pro 
jected fifty years ago to substitute transfer by a simpie entry in a public 
register for the existing modes of conveying land. ‘The idea was to deal 
with land as stocks and ships are dealt with. To the lay mind, and evey 
to many solicitors, the project had great attractions. Even now it has it, 
advocates. Others who knew by experience the intricacies of the subject. 
matter said that land and buildings differed so essentially from stocks ang 
ships that they could not be treated alike, and, moreover, that the system. 
could never be adapted to the varying requirements of each individual 
property and transaction, and that it would never commend itself to the 
unbureaucratic English mind. The present Registrar has indeed shewn 
endless faith and zeal in the official system, but his predecessors, Mr, 
Follett and Mr. Holt, successive registrars, informed the Parliamen’ 
Committee in 1879 that in their opinion no system of registration could be 
devised which would be voluntarily adopted. That committee reported that 
it would be very difficult to force upon everyone a mode of dealing with hig 
property which not one in 20,000 at present adopted of his own accord, 
and that the committee in arriving at this conclusion acted on the aziom 
previously laid down by the Royal Commiesioners of 1868 in their re; 
and which they believed to be perfectly sound, ‘‘ that for an institution to 
flourish in a free country it must offer to the people the thing they want,” 
It will thus be seen that the failure of the scheme after fifty years of actual 
experience has not been wholly unforeseen. The department appears 
now to be approaching another crisis similar to that which confronted it in 
the years before 1897. The officials then found themselves without public 
support after nearly forty years’ existence on a voluntary basis. They 
had nevertheless year after year procured Bills to be introduced inte 
Parliament, seeking, but without success, to make registration compulsory 
throughout England and Wales. Then in 1897 a compromise was come te 
which was accepted by the leaders of both parties in the House of Commons 
and embodied in the Act of that year —e! that compulsory ne 
tion of possessory titles might be applied in one county, but should not 
be extended for three years; and then only on the initiative of a county 
council. It was thought that the public would thus be brought by actual 
experience to see the advantages of registration and would be led 
voluntarily to register absolute titles. The administrative county of 
London was selected, and by successive Orders in Council the compulsory: 
sections of the Act were applied over a large area with a population of 
nearly five millions. The City of London with a property of enormous 
value was added a little later in spite of the unanimous objection of 
the Common Council, and notwithstanding that the Attorney-General, 
speaking for the Government in his place in the House of 
had stated when the opposition of the city was withdrawn that the 
City of London was to be excluded from the operation of the experiment, 
No efforts were wanting and no expense spared to make the new Ad 
successful. ‘The rules and orders were elaborated with the greatest skill 
and endless pains. Large sums of money were spent on ordnance 
and on the issue of Government advertisements, which were 
circulated setting iforth the alleged advantages of absolute registration, 
and every inducement was held out to the public to adopt the system 
Still year by year the system failed to meet the public demand. Under 
the voluntary scheme the annual registrations had dwindled to nothing. 
In 1875 only four titles were registered. Since 1897, under the compulsory” 
scheme, the public have failed to avail themselves of the right to place 
absolute titles upon the register. Only an infinitesimal number of absolute 
titles are being registered. The system has failed to win the favour of and 
support of the public, who apparently do not find that it gives them “ the 
thing that they want.’’ The proofs of this failure are manifest. They 
may be found between the lines in the Registrar’s annual reports and in the 
failure of the finances of the department. If further proofs are wantel 
they are to be found in the general condemnation of the official system, 
The Common Council of the City of London strongly disapproves. The’ 
municipal boroughs by an increasing majority are opposed to it. The 
London County Council is instituting a fresh inquiry us to the expediency 
of a continuation of the “eo system. The great land and bi n 
societies do not welcome it. The builders on the great building estates objed 
to it. The Law Society remains strongly opposed to compulsion, al 
not to a voluntary system available for suitable cases and for such persoms 
as desire to to use it. The registrar himself admits that amendments are 
required. The conclusion seems inevitable—that registration does ndt 
simplify land transfer generally, and that it would be unjust to continue 
or extend its compulsory application, and that landowners 
in future to be left free to register their properties or not as they ima 
to be most to their advantage. The Government department never 
theless now suggests that compulsory registration of all titles should 
extended over the whole of England and Wales, and that a fread 
inducement for the registration of absolute titles a public loan 
be raised (charged on future Land istry fees) to meet initial 
Before sanctioning such a scheme the public will naturally 
registration has hitherto failed. The true answer seems to be that 
advocates of land registration have from the first been mistaken. 
have been pursuing an impossible ideal. Land and buildings cannod 
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treated like stocks and ships. The conditions are different. Persons 
puying or leasing land or buildings must have the particular property 
which they require. Very often it has the benefit of or is subject to 
conditions relating to adjoining or neighbouring property or to 
mining rights. In fact in many cases special details call fors provisions 
and expert care which officials cannot adequately supply. is explanation 
to the root of the whole matter. And it may safely be assumed that 
landowners are keenly alive to what is most for their own advantage. 
Experience has now shewn that one of the most usual transactions—viz., 
a mortgage for part of the price on a purchase of land for trading purposes, 
under which the system of private deeds is wholly simple and cheap, is 
made difficult and troublesome, and consequently expensive, by registration. 
Even if registration had turned out moderately successful the question 
would still remain whether the prospect would justify the great expense 
which would be involved in the extension of comp registration 
of titles throughout the country. This financial question appears to 
deserve serious consideration in view of the following facts. The 
fees compulsorily exacted from owners and lessees of land in London 
under the Act of 1897 have amounted to nearly £500,000. ‘The 
annual fees now amount to more than £50,000 annum. The 
fees have been arbitrarily raised several times, and rules have recently 
been issued providing, doubtless with the view of economizing, that in 
certain cases plans are not to be issued with the land certificates and 
foreshadowing further economies in this respect. These demands of 
officials on the purses of the London owners, manufacturers, and 
tradesmen are being enforced at a time when the price of land is under- 
going a period of severe depression in market value. This fact is 
acknowledged by the officials in the last published report of the working 
of the registry. It affords a striking contrast to the promises held out in 
Parliament in and before 1897 by the promoters of compulsory registration 
to the effect that the value of land would thereby be enormously increased. 
Moreover, the department has been permitted to borrow for its new offices 
in London no less a sum than £265,000, secured by way of a fifty years’ 
sinking fund, on a mortgage of the future fees expected to be received 
from landowners. In addition, the office from first to last, before 1897, 
appears to have cost the State more than £100,000. For the five years 
ding 1889 the loss to the Exchequer was £20,092. The department 

also received the profits (not less than another £70,000) under the 
land Charges Act, 1888, and Middlesex Registry Acts, which were 
diverted from the Central Office and from the ratepayers of Middlesex 
under the following circumstances: In 1870 a Royal Commission had 
stated that the registry caused a great increase of trouble and expense, 
afforded no additional security or other special advantage, and should be 
abolished. In 1879 a Committee of the House of Commons had reported 
that the Middlesex Registry was unhesitatingly condemned by every 
witness who had tried it. The annual profits amounted to about £10,000, 
which went into the pocket of the registrar, who held the sinecure office. 
He died in 1891, and the fees could then have been reduced or the 
registry abolished ; but an Act was hurried through Parliament in a few 
days transferring the registry with its large surplus revenue to the Land 
istry. In justice, this surplus revenue ought to have been given back 

to Middlesex either by repeal or as a contribution to the rate, as is done 
in Yorkshire. The consolidated fund is liable to make good any losses 
from error or mistake in the office in default of the fees, and it does not 
appear that any reserve or insurance fund has been set aside or invested 
to meet this liability, although under section 21 of the Act of 1897 an 
instalment of the fees was to be annually invested. The experience of 
other public registers shews that the liability referred to is substantial. 
The staff of the Land Registry ten years ago consisted of less than thirty 
persons and the annual expenditure was about £9,000. The staff now 
exceeds 180 and the annual expenditure exceeds £50,000. Moreover, the 
department does not now pay its way, and there is an annual deficiency 
which has to be provided by the Treasury. The actual total deficit in the 
two years ending the 3lst of March, 1906, was £11,000, and in the year 
ending the 31st of March, 1907, such deficit, to judge by the figures which 
are available, must have been at a considerably higher rate. So far as 
the past. Now, as regards the future. On a moderate eatimate 

the annual cost of sufficient local registries to extend the system through- 
out the provinces would, it is said, be not less than two millions per 
annum. The necessary offices and fireproof buildings are estimated at a 
further one million per annum. The public loan at which the registrar 
hints to defray the initial costs of compulsory registration of absolute titles 
throughout the country, could not, it is believed, be estimated at 
less than twenty millions sterling. The question, then, is whether 
the system can in any case be worth so great an expenditure. 
It would involve a network of officialism throughout the country which 
would, it is believed, be intolerable to English habits and feelings. In 
every small town, in every ten or twenty mile circle, a highly-paid official 
must be established, with clerks and book-keepers, in constant com- 
munication with the central registry. Generally the local official would be a 
ee He and his staff would necessarily become acquainted with every 
local transaction, even of the most private character. It may safely be 
assumed that people would universally object to such a system, and would 
much prefer the cheaper and simpler present system of private deeds. 
Ina recent paper prepared for Mr. Asquith, Mr. Sears, M.P., gives asa 
reason for abolishing income tax commissioners the strong objection 
exists to local men possibly taking advantage for th ves of 

their knowledge of the concerns of other local people. The truth is that 
persons dealing in land need the help of an expert lawyer devoted to each 
trangaction. Small traders and unskilled persons need such help still 
more than a rich landowner or speculator. the intervention of a public 


land did away with lawyers (which it does not) it ma be 
foretold thee some other agent would come in whose tar ee 


probably far exceed the fixed and small commission which now 
the client from excessive law ch . The patronage involved in - 
ment departments which, like the Land , are supposed to cater 
for special classes of the community at the expense of those classes, is a 
subject which seeras to deserve careful consideration. The gro 
character of state officialism in various directions has been very mark 
in recent years. The action of the Civil Service Commissioners under the. 
Order of June, 1870, ht probably with advan be extended to such 
cases, and the great officers of state might be relieved of the invidious 
and growing claims and importunities necessarily incident to extensive 
private patronage. Mr. Sears, M.P., in the paper above referred to, 
remarked that the objectionable system of patronage should be abolished 
and every post filled by merit as the result of examination or by promotion of 
recognized ability. One advantage which in England attaches to registra- 
tion in the transfer, whether of land, stocks, or ships, arises from the fact 
that trusts are excluded, although in the case of the statute allows 
equitable interests to be created (section 57), and the case of land, 
dealings off the register are legal after the first registration (section 49, 
Act 1875). Probably it is the exclusion of trusts, and not the fact of 
registration, which really makes the transfer of stocks and ships simple. 
Attention has consequently been directed to the question whether t: ers 
of land by private deeds might not also be restricted to absolute d 
excluding all trusts. If this could be done land transfer might really 
simplified without involving the insuperable objections which appear to 
make a system of public registration im ible. It issometimes said that 
the opponents of registration are only destructive. But this is a mistake. 
The Law mene roposed in 1895 that in transfers of land by deed trusts 
should be exclu ed and absolute transfers only should be allowed. bye! 
posal was put forward by Mr. John Hunter, the president of the ty, 
at Bristol, in the autumn of that year. The Council subsequently ca 
a Bill to be prepared by Mr. Wolstenholme and Mr. Oherry, which was 
introduced in the House of Lords in that tnd by the late Lord Davey to 
carry out this reform, and to provide that all trusts and settlements should 
be kept off the legal title to land. This was a plan long used and well 
understood in Lincoln’s-inn and only required extension. The idea was 
indeed not a newone, It was the = of the Statute of Uses in the 
time of Henry VIII., which failed only because the intention of Parla- 
liament was not clearly expressed. reform would give land the 
immunity from trusts which shares and ships now enjoy, would really 
simplify land transfers and titles, The Law Society's Rs reforms, 
however, necessarily remained in abeyance when, under the Act of 1897, the 
system of compulsory registration of possessory titles was put into limited 
operation. It is also sometimes suggested that the failure of registration to 
give satisfaction may be due to impertections in the working details of the 
scheme. This cannot well be the only reason. The ablest advisers were 
from the outset —— in drawing up the rules and forms. The first Act 
was prepared after long and onaal inquiry. Then after many years’ 
arliamentary inquiry the Act of 1875 embodied 


experience and further 
every improvement which could then be devised. , after twenty 


years’ further trial the Act of 1897 was introduced into Parliament with the 
assurance that again every known imperfection had been removed. The 
rules under that Act were drawn up with the greatest care and infinite 
pains by a very eminent committee, of which Mr. Justice Ford North was 
chairman, and with the aid of the present registrar, whose great ability is 
universally admitted. Indeed, a weg Moogp ag of the registrar’s « 
book on the Acts and Orders, or a glance even at its index of 128 
pages, should convince anyone of the pains taken in working out the 
machinery. That volume rivals the Code Napoleon in length and much 
exceeds it in complication. An actual study of the book would satisfy 
any person why it is that me tr inherently fails to give satisfaction 
to the public. Another exp ion sometimes suggested is that the public 
do not even now realize the advantages which, it is alleged, registration 
may confer on the registered proprietor in years to come. Naturally they 
think more of present disadvantages. And the more so when the alleged 
future benefits are by no means clear or certain. But experts are not at 
all agreed that future complicated transactions will be simplified. More- 
over, the explanation is open to the fatal objection that it assumes that 
landowners are blind to their own interests. Obviously, landowners who 
during the last fifty years have used the register have not found the after 
benefits clear, or no gh ig would have been taken off the re 

and the system would have grown in public favour. But ex 

proves that the system of transfer by private deeds has, in the 
public judgment, advantages which registration does not confer. On 
the subject of officialism one may usefully quote the remark of Herbert 


common interests and acting under central authority, has an immense 
advantage over an incoherent public, which has no settled a ae can 
be brought to act unitedly only under strong provocation. Hence an 
organization of officials, once a certain of growth, becomes 
lees and less resistible, as we see in the bureau es of the continent.” 
The idea of registration of title was not new when it was a fifty 
It had existed for centuries as regards yhold land ; but it 


ears ago. 
b ae anes admitted that it involves needless » eXpense, and 
publicity. This is one of the — reasons why cop; are being 
so extensively enfranchised. e advocates of regis of title ignore 
embodied in the 


the great reforms, which were largely due to 
Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts. The late Earl Cairns devoted his 
great ability and expert know to these reforms after he had satisfied 


himself that a popu = system of compulsory or registration of title 
e. wher 


was impractica those Acts titles have been greatly simplified. 
Land transfer has been vastly facilitated, and it is now carried 
It is not true that it is now com: ve 


easily and quickly. 
in expense. Settl 


i 
i 
a 


and entails no 
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difficulty or trouble in transferring or dealing with land, and a labourer, 
farmer, or small capitalist can readily buy, and willing landowners can 
easily sell at a trifling expense in plots or for allotments. Moreover, 
for the last twenty-five years the charges of a solicitor for making 
out title and transfer have been fixed by statute on an ad valorem tariff ; 
and they are so moderate that it is impossible for any advocate of 
registration to fairly represent that dealings in land are now restricted 
by the cost of transfer. Notwithstanding these undeniable facts, 
one argument still used by the promoters of compulsory land registration 
is that solicitors’ charges are indefinite and unreasonable. Since 1882, a 
solicitor’s charge on sales and purchases of land, whatever trouble or com- 
plications may be involved, has been limited to a moderate percentage 
scale much less than the ordinary fee paid to surveyors and auctioneers. 
In the Report of the Housing of the Working Classes Committee, it is 
stated that they had had evidence of the relatively excessive cost of the 
present conveyancing system for the transfer of land and the great 
economy which might be effected by compulsory registration throughout 
the country, and that the Committee had been struck by the relatively 
enormous amount of solicitors’ costs in comparison with the actual 
value of land conveyed. ‘The only witness on these subjects was 
the registrar, and it seems incredible that what he must have 
said could be so utterly mistaken. Of course he knows that 
solicitors’ fees on all transfers of land are fixed by statute on a 
percentage scale varying from 14 per cent. down to a little more than } 
per cent. on the F wong money and covering the whole work and 
responsibility of deducing or investigating title and completing conveyance. 
By no stretch of rhetoric can these fees be termed relatively excessive or 
enormous. A still more regrettable instance of hasty statements occurred 
at Bradford on the 27th of April, 1907, when a responsible Cabinet Minister 
in an after-dinner speech said that the expense of making and investigating 
titles was so great that all the spirit was taken out of people. The 
suggestion made on the same occasion that the true remedy for an 
imaginary evil lay in six years’ title being legalized under some plan of 
state or private insurance may safely be left to be dealt with by the con- 
veyancing bar in Lincoln’s-inn should it ever be advanced. It must be 
assumed that the speaker was not aware that a similar proposal had 
been rejected, not only by the bar and by the Law Society, but also 
unanimously by the Rule Committee of the Land Registry 
appointed to advise in such matters, consisting of experienced 
conveyancers, including the chairman, Mr. Justice Kekewich. The 
advocates of the official system sometimes claim as a set off to the 
great expanse which it has entailed in London, that it may have saved the 
registered proprietors a large sum in law costs. This claim is illusory. 
As regards pogsessory titles there is no saving. Purchasers and 
mortgagees for their own safety must have the title looked into. The only 
change wrought by the Act, and that a retrograde one, is that it repeals 
the fixed and moderate percentage statutory scale of 1882 and relegates all 
parties again to a detailed item bill of costs. As regards absolute titles 
their number is too small to count. Moreover, some investigation is still 
necessary in certain cases, and the registered proprietors obviously do not 
find the great advantage promised them or they would come in and 
register other propertics. The present position of the whole matter is 
sufficiently grave to deserve the most serious consideration on the part of 
the public and of legislators in view of the expansion of officialism which 
has been foreshadowed. It concerns the owners of land and buildings, 
especially the smaller holders, to ask themselves whether the visionary 
reformers who have for two generations promoted compulsory registration 
have not been aiming at a mistaken and impossible ideal—in fact, whether 
they have not been following a will o’ the wisp which is fast leading them 
into a morass of officialism from which there can be no escape. 








Obituary. 
Mr. W. A. Hepburn. 


Mr. William Arnold Hepburn, solicitor, died on Saturday morning last 
very suddenly. He had left his house in Well-walk, Hampstead, for his 
customary early morning ride, and had ridden nearly to Hendon, when 
he fell from his horse, and expired almost immediately. He was 
a son of the late Mr. J. G. Hepburn, solicitor, of Bird-in-Hand-court, 
Cheapside, and was educated at King’s College School. He was admitted 
in 1874, taking honours at the examination. He became a member of his 
father’s firm, but left it on his election to the office of clerk to the Leather- 
sellers’ Company in 1884. He was eminently successful in this post, 
shewing great legal and business ability. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Artnur Mavte O tver, solicitor, of Newcastle-on-Tyne, has been 
elected Town Clerk of Newcastle-on-Tyne, in succession to Mr. Hill 
Motum, resigned. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Eanpiex-Witmor Biomerre.p Hort, Cuartes ALrrep Morton Licatty, 
and Atrrep Howarp Barrett, solicitors (Eardley Holt, Lightly, & 








—= 
Barrett), 28, Charles-street, St. James’-square, London. Dec. 14. Businegs 
will be carried on in the future by the said Eardley-Wilmot Blomefielg 
Holt and Charles Alfred Morton Lightly at 28, Charles-street afo 
and by the said Alfred Howard Barrett at 24, John-street, Bedford-row, 


Gerarp Mavaice Cuartes Luarp and Ernest Grorce Cary Crapmay 


solicitors (Luard & Chapman), Dulverton, Exford, and Winsford. July 3]- 
[ Gazette, Dec. 17, 





General. 


It is announced that Mr. W. Evans, the Inspector-General of Bank. 
ruptcy, will retire on pension on the Ist of January next, and that he wil] 
be succeeded by Mr. J. G. Willis, the Junior Assistant Secretary in the 
Railway Department of the Board of Trade. 


It is announced that Sir M. D. Chalmers, K.C.B., C.S.I., has intimated 
his intention to retire, at the end of next January, from the office of 
Permanent Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department, and that 
Mr. ©. E. Troup, C.B., Assistant Under-Secretary of State, has been 
appointed his successor. 

Bucknill and Coleridge, JJ., have fixed the following commission days 
for the winter assizes on the Western Circuit: Devizes, Saturday, January 
11; Dorchester, Wednesday, January 15; Taunton, Saturday, January 
18; Bodmin, Friday, january 24; Exeter, Wednesday, January 29; 
Winchester, Tuesday, February 4; Bristol, Tuesday, February 11. Mr, 
Justice Bucknill will go on the circuit alone until Exeter is reached, when 
Mr. Justice Coleridge will join him there. 

Since the death of Lord Justice Chitty, says a writer in the Dai 
Telegraph, the Chancery Division has not produced a judicial sayer of 
good things. ‘‘ Fiat justitia, ruat celum’’ was distinctly the right observa- 
tion to make when the ceiling of his court gave way, and Chitty, J., made 
it. And his courteous rejoinder to the long-winded advocate who 
announced that he would now address himself to the furniture—-“ You 
have been doing so for some time ’’—could not well have been surpassed. 


‘‘ How much did you pay for the van you had before you bought this 
one? ’’ asked counsel of a plaintiff at Bow County Court, as related by the 
Evening Standard, The judge: What on earth has that to do with the 
case? You won't help the jury by going back eighteen months before the 
accident. Counsel: 1 was going to argue that if he gave a low price for 
that he would not pay a high one for this. His Honour: Very well, 
Counsel (to witness): Now what did you pay for it? Witness: I never 
had one before. 

Apropos of the disposal of judges’ wigs, robes, &c., a correspondent of 
the Westminster Gazette writes: ‘‘It may intercst your readers to know 
that the widow of the late Mr. Baron Huddleston (Lady Diana Beauclerk) 
by her will bequeathed the baron’s robes to the judge’s old clerk witha 
request that he would burn them. Her ladyship’s generosity to the 
Barristers’ Benevolent Institution—a legacy of £10,000—will live in the 
memory of struggling barristers. I may add that her ladyship also left 
the baron’s clerk a legacy of £5,000.”’ 

There is no better known work in the world of legal literature, says a 
waiter in the Globe, than Fry on Specific Performance. A story told 
by Mr. Owen Thompson, in a recent lecture before the Solicitors’ Managing 
Clerks’ Association, shews that the fame of Sir Edward Fry’s treatise has 
not yet reached the Board schools. A barrister, who wished to consult 
the volume, sent his newly-engaged boy to the chambers of a well-known 
conveyancer to borrow it. The boy returned with a message from the 
clerk to the eminent conveyancer that he had never heard of the work, 
Subsequent inquiries proved that the misguided youth had asked for 
** Fly on the Pacific Ocean! ”’ 

A dinner was given on Monday night at the Café Monico by past and 
present members of the Western Circuit to Mr. Justice Coleridge. Mr, 
Castle, K.C. (the Recorder of Bristol), took the chair. Among those who 
intimated their intention to be present were Mr. Justice Phillimore, Mr, 
Justice Bucknill, Judge Howland Roberts, Mr. Loveland Loveland, K.0., 
Mr. Bousfield, K.C., Dr. Blake Odgers, K.C., Mr. Duke, K.C., Mr. Foote, 
K.C., Mr. Radcliffe, K.C., Mr. Clavell Salter, K.C., M.P., Mr. S. Macleod, 
K.C., Sir OC. Mathews, Mr. G. R. Askwith, Mr. Simon, M.P., Mr. B. G. 
Seton, Mr. Charles, Mr. B. F. Lock, Mr. J. A. Hawke, Mr. H. Brodrick, 
and Mr. Mathias. The company numbered over eighty. 


Now that the winter assizes in Ireland have drawn to a close some 
explanation of the extraordinary breakdown of trial by jury as shewn by 
acquittals and disagreement in cases where the evidence tendered im 
support of the indictments was both clear and convincing will not, says 
the Cork correspondent of the Times, be out of place. It will have beem 
observed from the published proceedings of Irish assize courts that juries 
disagreed in cases possessing no political complexion whatever as well a8 
in those cases where the offences were trated in furtherance of & 
political end. There have been two forces operating to bring about this 
result. Intimidation has, of course, played a conspicuous part. Jurors 
who are engaged in trade, or are otherwise so placed as to be open to the 
persecution of organized boycotting, have shrunk from returning V 
in accordance wi t 
Since the spread of the Sinn Fein movement the policy of thwarting every 
attempt to enforce “‘ English-made law”’ in Ireland has spread sufficiently 
to e its influence felt in the jury box. ‘The canvassing of jurors 
been freely practised by the friends of accused persons. Even the 
jurors have sors subjected to it, and no secret is made of the fact that ia 
several instances grand jurors have been found ready to try to get bills 
sent before them “‘ ignored ’’ in absolutely clear cases. 
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The Times Berlin correspondent says that the Imperial Chancellor has 
addressed to the Federated Governments a circular, in which he calls 
attention to the abuse of the laws of judicial ure which enable the 
courts to compel witnesses to give evidence against their will. The law, 
Prince Biilow explains, does not enjoin that this compulsion shall be 
invariably exercised, and he recommends that the Public Prosecutors 
should be invited to exercise a certain reserve in the application of these 

visions, and should be guided in a greater degree by the necessities of 

individual cases. Prince Biilow mentions that a Bill. which is shortly to 
be submitted to the consideration of the Federal Council with a view to 
being introduced into the Reichstag, will deal with this subject. Although 
the Chancellor’s circular does not ifically refer to the Press, it is well 
known that the chief abuse of the right to extort evidence by compulsion 
and penalties has been in connection with Press prosecutions. Accordi 
to trustworthy accounts, the new Bill will permit editors, publishers, an 

rinters of periodicals and newspapers to decline to name the author or 
contributor of an incriminated article so long as this on does not 
frustrate the successful prosecution and punishment of an editor who in 
publishing the article has transgressed the law. 


At the Bootle police-court, on the 6th inst., Mr. J. W. Wall (solicitor), 
who appeared for prisoners in a case before the court, said: I have a 
liminary objection. These people are in the dock, having been arrested 
os policeman on an indictable offence, the chief constable appears to 
ute. I, as a solicitor, have to object to any layman prosecuting. 
The authorities on the point are quite clear. The case of Rez v. Brice 
says that in indictable cases there is no such power given by statute to 
allow any layman to prosecute. Stone’s Justices’ Manual goes further. 
“Tf, therefore, a police constable is the informer under the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, he has the right to address the court and examine the 
witnesses like any other informer, but the strong expression of the 
Queen’s Bench Division against the practice should be regarded.’’ This 
is no personal matter ; it is a matter of principle. The chief constable 
said the objection bad been raised many a time before, and it was a 
wonder that Mr. Wall did not refer to the late Mr. Justice Hawkins’ 
decision and the case of Webb v. Catchlove. As far as he knew, only two or 
three of the judges had voiced an expression of — on this question. The 
practice had been followed in this court to his knowledge for twenty-three 
years. After consulting with the bench, the clerk said: I am sorry tosa) 
that my opinion is against the chief constable. I bitterly regret that onc 
athing should have been raised in this court. On the following day the 
question was again raised by the chief constable, and the chairman 
said: It has been the custom in this court for over thirty years, and is the 
custom all over the country. We are advised by the clerk that if he was 
called upon again he would give the same opinion as he has done. Beyond 
that we have nothing to say. We are not going to interfere with you at 
all. But we do say this, that we think some approach should be made to 
the local authority, and the case be laid before the Home Secretary, who 
would settle it once and for all. 


In the course of a paper on *‘ The Limited Partnerships Act, 1907,’’ 
read on Tuesday night, before a meeting of the Institute of Bankers, by 
Mr. Harold E. Gallaher (of the Solicitors’ Department, General Post Office), 
the writer said that the object of the Limited Partnerships Act was to 
establish a further alternative for the investor by placing the law relating 
to limited partners on a definite and systematic footing. The principle 
upon which the measure was founded had received the unanimous support 
of the business world, but whether the Act as it now appeared on the 
Statute Book could be regarded as an entirely satisfactory lon of legisla- 
tion was a question upon which there was much difference of opinion. He 
then proceeded to deal in detail with the sections of the Act. After 
referring to a number of them, Mr. Gallaher remarked that the chief 
defect of the Act was that it virtually imposed the duty of searc 
the Register of Limited Partnerships on persons transacting business wit: 
firms, unless they were willing to take a certain amount of risk. The 
difficulties which the Act presented were certainly numerous, but possibly 
some means would be found of overcoming them, and, if so, there could 
be no doubt that the measure would prove extremely useful. One of the 
most important results of the system on the Continent was that it had been 
adopted by the banks and other large financial associations for the purpose 
of advancing money, a8 commanditaires, to trading concerns. It had been 
suggested in some quarters that the bankers of this country would take 
advantage of the new Act in the same manner. He understood, however, 
that it was contrary to the fundamental principles of English banking for 
a bank to engage in trade or to take part in any undertaking of a specula- 
tive nature. He should think that it was extremely unlikely that the Act 
would cause any alteration in the practice in this respect. Although he 
was afraid that the Act in its present form would not meet with the 
success hoped for by its promoters, it was, at all events, a step in the right 
direction. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Recisrrans 1s ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. Emercercy Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kexewiog. Joyor. 
Monday, Dec, ...... 23 Mr.Greswell Mr.Farmer Mr. Beal Mr. Synge 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
¥ Swinvex Eapy. Wararxetor. Nevius. Panes. 


Monday, Dec. ...... 23 Mr. Theed Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Church Mr. Leach 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Tuesday, the 24th on of December, 1907, and 
terminate on Monday, the 6th day of January, 1908, both days usive, 


t 





Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasetie—Fatnay, Dec, 13. 
JOINT STOCK CO ANIES. 

om . 


Ceytrat Caruay, Limirep—OCreditors are on 
and “" ot Goats a 


at, 

Soorste pes ANcrens ioe Aon, lem 2 Votorstary Laquipatiox)— 
Creditors on or before Jan send names and addresses, and the 
gg Ly: or claims, to a 

Kekewich & Co, Suffolk In, solors for liq: 


London Gasette,—Tursvar, Dec, 17, 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurrep tur Cuavozsy. 
Atumixrum AnD Grewzrat Founpry Srxpicats, Liuirep - Creditors are gouuiee 
before Jan 7, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
ciafans, ty eney Helghtnses Bobart, 22, Basinghall st. Mackrell & Ward, Walbrook, 


solors for lige 
British anp JaPangse Finance Corporation, Liurrep (1x Liquipatron)—Creditors are 


required, on or betese Jan Si, tetaend Ghat sanes ond atten sane lars of 
their debts or claims, to the Liq: 19, 8t Swithia’s in, & Oo, solors for 
com) 

Baitisa Soap Powpsr Co, Lunrep—Creditors are on or before Jan 2, to send 
their names and the particulars of or claims, to Louis Adrian 
Voisey uidator 
names 


and 
21, Ki Wi liq’ 
Eccuzs, Bons, yy Qh required, on or before Jan 31, to send in their 
and and the of their debts or claims, ty Harold Lingham 
Marsh, 26, North John st, Liverpool, liquidator 
Joszrn Wosternoim & Co, —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 6, to 
their names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, to Joseph B. 
Truelove, Ashfurlong, Dore, ar Bhehield, liquidator 
MoNamana’s (Binuineuam), Linrtsp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 3, 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
st, Birmingham, liquidator 
aust Co, Lamirsp - Creditors are 7 2 = before 
and addresses, ont Soe particulars of their or claims, 
Moorcate Guarantsx Trust, Liuitep (in Votustary Liqurpatiox)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Jan 16, to send their names and and the particulars 
fiquidat debts or claims, to George Henry Deeks, Dashwood House, 9, New Broad st, 
ator 
Natiowan Association or Master Piumpers oy Gagat Barrarm axp Ine.anp, Limirep 
h are i Sakts wr chen to Setm Daal, Om an died, gehastor 
the ars of or clai a . 
alu teens & Sons, Limttep —Creditors are sien epee sy bh Jan 31, to send 
their and the of their debts or claims, to 
Pennington, Woodlands, Liverpool Makerfield. Graham & Unsworth, 
Wigan, solors for liquidator 
= Vaz Senomeaes wecunens, Cuvs, Langone —Suionns are required, on or batons 
‘an 20, to send iT names addresses, particulars their debte or claims, 
Mr Samuel Gleaves, 159, Waterloo rd, Burslem. Alcock & Abberley, Burslem, solors for 


liquidators 

8. Isaacs, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 25, to send their names and 

wideout tau ne ins ’ r 
ishopsgate st, 

Tamooamt By , Liurrap—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their 

Sanne aul qoiesnats and the of their debts or claims, to Joseph Pastield, 

68 to 74, Palmerston house, 0) Broad st 


on or 


KE 


i 


Meredith, Prudential 
Mippiesex Pus.ic-Houvss 

Jan 31, to send names 

to Alexander Franci: Part, Radlett, 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Raversions anv Lars Poxicrss. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caaxvrecp held their usual 
above-named Interests at the Mart, 


Bale (No. 849) of the 


jhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, = the 


following lots were sold at the named, the to:al amount 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £500... as. ses neste tee £275 
REVERSION to £383 138. Consols .., 9... ses nese ww 160 
POLICIES :— 
For £7,000 eee oe eee eee ee wee eee woe ” 6,990 
For £3,000 eos coe ove vee ~ oe eee oo OM 1,200 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette,—Tunspar, Dec. 3. 
Banpour, Jesstz Jaws, Carlisle Dec2i Blackburn & Main, Carlisle 
Batuey, —~o— Po Bournemouth Dec 81 Easton & Sons, Walworth rd 
Bonsaw 4 Windsor st, U: Jan 15 & Green, Ux! 
LACKWELL, ELIZABETH, sor 

Buosayax, Herex ABERNETHY, Upper hill By be & Pag oe pl, 

Conduit st 
Carcupoie, Joun Manx, Caister, Gt Yarmouth Dec 23 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
Cuatstuas, Jostan WILLIAM, Chester ter, Eaton sq Dec3i Pontifex & Co, 8t Andrew 

st, Holborn circus 
Corts, Wii11aM, Chilland, nr Winchester, feed Merchant Jani Snelling, Winchester 
Coen erat lGheicld, Carter Decal Vickers & Oo, Shel 

‘AM, INCENT. ers 

Fors, Maatix, Gloucester, Commercial Traveller 


Wi 
Farayxuix, woser Assanam, Ladbroke grove, Notting Hill Jan 18 Hollams & Co 





Gnezx, Acrzs Buats, Pendleton, Lancs Jan10 Walker & Co, Manchester 
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Harais, Peactvat Szyrmove, Heanor, Derby, Physician Dec 16 Huish & Robinson, 
Tikeston 


Inouam, Jonx Rusutox, Wallington, Wool Stapler Dec 31 Edwards, Basinghall st 

Jours, Joun Henny, Handforth, Chester Dec 28 Oldfield, Macclesfield 

Larxiy, Horace, Tunbridge Wells, Tobacconist Dec 24 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

mee — wa Lianbsidy, Carmarthen, Farmer Jan 2 Humfrys & Symonds, 

ereford 

McDrarmiv, Mary Jaxz, Dawlish, Devon Jan 31 Cole, Bristol 

Moopy, Ropeat Sapuere, Little Malvern, Worcester Dec 28 Taylor, Burton on Trent 

Moras, Mary Axx, Pluckley, Kent Dec17 Kingsford & Co, Ashford, Kent 

Moses, Catnerine Evtey, New Brighton, Chester Dec 30 Thompson & Co, Birkenhead 

Moses, Exriza Mostyn, Chester Jan 21 Griffiths, Chester 

Pewxzy, Grorce Francis, Forest Gate, Licensed Victualler Dec 31 Turner & Osborn, 
Leadenhall st 

Pitz, James, Monkwearmouth, Sunderland Dec16 Walker, Suaderland 

Porter, Resecca Sacypers, Weymouth Dec 28 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

Porrer, Sanas, Weymouth Dec28 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

Paice, Matitpa Joyce, Small Heath, nr Birmingham Dec 23 Crockford, Birmingham 

Sravenxsow, WILLIAM, Aldershot Dec 3t Easton & Sons, Walworth rd 

Tuomrsox, Lrowanp Gronce, Upper Clapton Dcc 28 Siow & Co, Gt St Thomas 
Apostle, Queen st 

Tissett, Joux, March, Cambridge, Farmer Dec 16 Wise, March 

Trueman, Jonny, Macclesfield Dec 21 Oldfield, Macclesfield 

Toxsicurr, George Witt1am Forp, Harborne, Birmingham Jan 22 Eaden & Co, Bir- 
mingham 

Unsworta, Mary Leron, Birkdale, Lancs Dec 31 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 

beeeer Grorce Arravr, Manchester, Grey Cloth Agent Feb1 Chorlton & Son, Man- 

iter 


es 

Vinino, Saran Ann, Wirtemberg st, Clapham Dec 23 Powell & Skues, Essex st, Strand 

Winarieep, Witi1aM, Brandon st, Walworth, Carman Deo 23 Easton & Sons, Walworth rd 
London Gasetts.—Faipay, Dec. 6. 


Atccars, Samurt James Loaper, Northampton, Engineer Jan 1 
urne, Kent 
Arnowsmitu, Laycetot, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan6 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle upon 


Dixon, jun, Sitting- 


Asnwoerrn, Jonx, Lump, nr Waterfoot, Lancs Jan 31 Marriott & Co, Manchester 
Barnes, Cuagtes Lanninc, Higher Holton, Wincanton, Somerset Jan6é Smith & Son, 


ee by 
{ Day, Frepgrick Wit.14m, Blomfield rd, Maida Vale, Builder Jan6 Smith & Son High e 
} rd, Kilburn 


| Dent, Tuomas Exuis, Scarborough, Grocer Jan 18 Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 
Dwyer, Hayxau Anis, Ward End, Birmingham Dec 27 Sale, Atherstone 
Evans, Taomas Recent, Weston super Mare, Commercial Traveller Jan 2 Dickinson, 


Weston super Mare 
Fiemine, Wituam, Fazakerly, py Jan 2 Roberts, Liverpool 
Gorer, Sotomon Lewis, Leinster sq, Bayswater Jan17 Harris & Co, Finsbury aq 
Guiirver, Jesere, Oulton Broad, Suffolk Jan1 Eien & Co, Lowestoft 
Hancreaves, Joux, Ashton under Lyne, Market Gardener Jan13 Ellison, Ashton unde 


Lyne 

Haaruina, Rosgrt, Southport Feb1 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 

Hasr.ow, Anx, Hove, Sussex JanS Eggar, Brighton 

Hanrazis, Ropert Oveypen, Upper Tooting park, Architect Feb12 Jones, Ludgate hij 

Hopaesox, Wiiulam, Darlington Jan 18 Hett, Darli n 

Irons, CAROLINE, Shacklewell ln, Shacklewell Jan 3 ing & Jenkins, Abchurch In 

Jenkins, WictiaM, Rainham, Kent Jan13 Hearn, Chatham 

Joynson, Ggzorce Tuomas, Northwich, Chester, Surgeon Jaul4 Joynson, Southport 

Keen, Eviza, Streatham hill Jan31 J & AA Tilleard, Gracecburch st 

KEL am Cuartes Stuart Payyy, Haslemere, Merchant Jan 25 Paines & Qo, @ 

elen’s pl 

Laxauey, Georce Ricaarp, Brixton hill Jan8 Finch, Craig's ct, Charing Cross 

Lister, Marcauet, Addingham, Yorks Jan 3lt Wise & Son, Ripon 

Luoyp, Isapecta Faasee, Cotleigh rd, West Hampstead Jan6 Smith & Son, High rd, 
Kilburn 

Marsu, Groece Frepeaic, Buckingham, Printer Jan 18 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 

Mason, Exizasera, 8t Leonards on Sea Jan 13 Meadows & Uo, Hastings 

Mavuspes, Mativpa, Bays Hill, Chelteaham Jan16 Earengey, Cheltenham 

Meskepvits, Epwarp Price, Rhayader, Radnor, Solicitor Jan 5 Prestons, Stratfg] 

Mvyears, ALEXAnper, Leadenhall st Jan31 Cohen & Dunn, Ely pl 

Myers, Ereanor Jane, Preston Dec2i Craven & Son, Preston 

Newrox, Taomas Ex.iort, Sheffield Janil Gould & Coombe, Sheffield 

Porriey, Witi14M, Reading, Builder Dec 20 H & C Collins, Reading 

Powe .t, Exvizasets Ann, Bramham, Yorks Jan31 Kay, York 

Saunpers, Witt1am Wa trTHo, South Molton st, Oxford st, House Agent Jan 99 
Tattersall, LLB, Bournemouth 

Simpson, Joun, Selby, Yorks Febi1 Parker & Parker, Selby , 

SneLt, Taomas Joun, Viceroy rd, South Lambeth Feb 1 Hores & Co, Lincoln's igg 
fields 
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High rd, Kilburn 
Boorn, James, Halifax Jan10 Land & Yoster, Halifax 


Baaksrezar, Georce Epwarp, Henley on Thames Jan7 Cooper & Co, Gresham st 
Brows, A.rrep, Totton, Southampton, Beerhouse Keeper Jan 14 Coxwell & Pope, 


Southampton 
Bua.tow, Any, Easton, Somerset 


Camm, Caarves, Arlingham, Glos Dec 31 


Co.uins, Bevis Tutery. Hillend, Banwell, Somerset, Yeoman Jan 1 
Smith & Son, High rd, Kilburc 


Daintos, Samvet Wit.14m, Belsize rd, Kilburn Jan 6 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette. Turspay, Dec. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Barnam, Antavr Brapiey, Eridge, Sussex, Farmer Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Barranpd, Hespert Henry, Skirbeck, Lincs, Baker Boston 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Bagtizy, Artuur, Bedford, Builder Bedford Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dec 7 


Bragp, Grorcs, Stoke Bruerne, Towcester, Northampton, 
k Bailiff Northampton Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Bewnetr, Mask Lexpos, Barnes Pet Oct 14 

Ord Dee 5 
Bitune, F, Edgbaston, Birmingham Birmingham Pet 
Nov l4 Ord Dec 5 


Wandsworth 


Davnas. Davip, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec 4 Ord 
ec 4 
Brapvsnaw, Sipney Ricnarps, Weybridge Kingston, 


Surrey Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Bryer, Israry, Hanbury st, Spitalfields, Carman High 
Court Pet Dec? Ord Dec 7 

Crorpow, James Henry, Neath, Glam Neath Pet Dec5 
Ord Dee 5 

Evans, Maraaret, Penygraig, Glam, Flannel Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet Oct 17 Ord Dec 4 

Evans, Rosert Barton, Stanley, Derby, 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Fenwan, Josrrn, Aston, Hawarden, Flint, Brewer Chester 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Fur.ow, Jouyx, Pontypool, Monmouth, Baker 
Mon Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Catracuern, Jonny, Castle Eden Colliery, Durham, Hawker 
Sunderland Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

Hares, Henry Georcr, Market Lavington, Wilts Bath 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Hou.ier, Grorce, Clifton, Bristol, Builder Bristol 
Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Jouxsox, James Epwarp Jounson, Marsh Gate In, Strat- 
ford, Essex, Chemical Manufacturer High Court Pet 
Dec9 Ord Dec9 

Jonxsox, Wituiam, Tonypandy, Glam, Assistant Timber- 
man Pontypridd Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6é 

Jones, Daniet kvans, Machen, Mon, Fiannel Manufacturer 
Ne »Mon Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Jonze, Janz, Glynneath, Glam. Draper Neath Pet Dec 6 
Ord Dec 6 


3utcher Derby 


Newport, 


Pet 


Morais, Stantey, Balby, nr Doncaster, Motor Deal 
Sheffield Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 7 or 
a. Blockley Banbury Pet Nov 23 Ord 
c 


Noraisetoy, Witt1am Jouy, Ramsgate, Licenscd Victualler 
terbury Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 7 
_Nursatt, Haary Stoney, Harleston, Norfolk, Grocer 
Ipswich Pet Det 6 Ord Dec 6 
Peary, George Arruur, Swansea, Baker 
Nov 21 Ord Dec 6 
Paircuarp, James Witwiam, Patricroft, Eccles, Lancs 
Plumber Salford Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 ; 
Purpiz, Percy Witrkep, Queen's rd, Wimbledon, Chemist 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Oct 26 Ord Dec 7 
Bapxins, James Benrram, Worthing, Dealer in Toys 
Brighton Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 , 
Scamert, Faayx, Hewletts Mill, North Cadbury, Somerset 
Mi Miller wo Pes Dee 6 sora Dec 6 j 
HULTZ, ILLIAM, Hig’ olborn, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Nov12 Ord Dec5 


Swansea Pet 





Dec 31 Norton & Wilson, Wells 
Buasies, Esturr, Tunbridge Wells Jan 20 Gower, Tunbridge Wells 
Grimes & Barry-Lewis, Gloucester 


Srexcer, Witttam, Worksop, Notts, Carter Jan1l1 J8 &C A Whall, Worksop 


Turney, 
Maryport 


Powell, Banwell 








Simms, Jonxn Wiii1am, Harrogate, Painter York Pet Dec 
6 Ord Dec 6 

Sykes, Josern, Barnoldswick, York, Quarryman Bradford 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Turem, ALBert Hewry, Dovercourt, Essex, Hotel Proprietor 
Colchester Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Tirrax, James, Carlisle, Draper Carlisle Pet Dec 7 Ord 

7 


ec 
Watss, Nevitie, Reading, Dentist Reading Pet Dec 4 
Ord Dec 4 
Wanner, Tuomas Henry, Leeds, Foreman Signalman 
Leeds Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Wesster, Howarp, Foley Park, Kidderminster, Brewer's 
Traveller Kidderminster Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 
Wexts, A.rrep, Horsham, Builder Brighton Pet Dec6é 
Ord Lec 6 
Witurams, Any, Dolwyddelen, Carnarvon, Grocer Port- 
madoc Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6é 
Witsox, J, Forest Gate, Essex, Builder Brentford Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Dec 6 
Woop, Sir Martnew, Princes gate, Kensington High 
Court Pet July 4 Ord Dec5 
Woop, Tuomas, New Broad st, Merchant High Court 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bartey, Josern, Egerton, Kent , Dec 18 at 11.45 
68a, Castle st, Canterbury 
Barna, Artuur Braptey, Eridge, Sussex, Farmer 
18 at 2.30 MrC J Parris’s Oth 
bridge Wells 
BarranD, Herpert Hewry, Skirbeck, Lincs, Baker Dec 18 
at 2.45 4and 6, West st, Boston 
Bratsoy, Leonarp Frawx, St Margaret's Bay, nr Dover, 
Army Tutor Dec19at9.15 Off Rec, €8a, Castle st, 
Canterbury 
Benyett, Manx Lenpoy, Barnes Dec 20at12 13%, York 
rd, Westminster Bridge 
Berry, Leo Henry, Carmarthen, Glass Dealer Dec 18 at 
11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Bevan, Joun, Swansea, Grocer Dec19at12 Off Rec, 31, 
Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Bianp, Atrrep James, Scarborough, Contractor Dec 19 
at4 Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Scarborough 
Bowman, Davin, Leeds, Grocer Dec 18 at1l Off Rec, 24 
2 Bond st, Leeds 2 
RADSHAW, Sipygy Ricnarps, Weybrid Dee 20 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge - adi 
Baazier, Wittiam Jony, Wolverhampton, Dentist Dec 20 
2 at s Off — be Andee ge 
kYER, IsnagL, Hanbury st, spitalfields,Carman D. 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st sien 
Crark, Ernest Aubert, Gt Grimsby, Market Gardener 
Dec 18 at 12 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 
Dose.t, Russert, Truro, Solicitor Dec 19 at 12 Of Rec 
Boscawen st, Truro : 
Ex.is, CuagLes, Thornes, Wakefield, Farmer Dec 18 at 11 
Oif Rec, 6, Bond ter, Waketield 
Evans, Mare@aret, Penygraig, Glam, Flannel Dealer Dec 
_ 18 at 10.30 Off Ree, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 
Furze, Samuet, Lampton rd, Hounslow, Builder Dee 19 
atl2 14, Bedford row 
Gises, Frasois Henry, Bath, Stone Merchants Jan 2 at 
11.30 The Castle Ho:el, Bath 
Gipsoy, Gzurce Junn, Margate DeciSatll Off Rec, 68a 
Castle st, Canterbury catty 
Gissox, Witt1am, Maidenhead, Watchmaker Dec 18 at 12 
nies; einer, Garment k 
REEN, Henry, ensall, Yorks, Farmer Deo 18 at 2.45 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 


Dec 


| $8 
| 


Stark, Sagan, Louth, Lincs Jan6 Fraser & Son, Nottingham 
Grorce Woop, Maryport, Cumberland, Solicitor 


Jan 18 Tyson & Hobson, 


Wake, Ricuagp James, Sheffield, Solicitor Jan 31 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 

Wenster, James Georce, Kidderminister Jan 14 Stock & Slater, Walbrook 

Wi.uiams, Perer, 8t Mary Church, Devon Jan6é Webster & 

Witisox, Tuomas, Castle Bytham, Lincs, Farmer Dec 31 
Dinsdale, Castle Bytham 


Watson, Newton Abbot 
Thomas Errington Conti 


Grmsnaw, Jonny, Norwich, Builder Dee 18 at 3.15 Of 
Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 
| HaLLewe.iL, Jonny, Scriven. ar Knaresborough, Build 
sock at 3.45 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
or! 
Hareigs, Ratpn Hewry, Liverpool, Metal Merchant Dey 
18ati1l Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
| Haxgwoop, Faspeaicn Wivviam, Bristol, Grocer Dec iat 
11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
| Hemmant, Jouyx, Glenholme, Etchingham, Sussex Deol§ 
Mr C J Parris’s Offices, 67, High st, Tunbridge 


Hisss, Anruur, Brightlingsea, Essex, Tailor Jan 8 atil 


| Cups Hotel, Colchester 
| 


| 


Off Rec, 





Hoxuer, Georae, Clifton, Bristol, Builder Dee 18 at? 
Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Brietol 

Hornor, Leonarp Witiian, Northenden, Cheshire, Fin 
Art Publisher Dec 18 at 3 Off Kec, Byrom st, Mas 


chester 
| Huast, Anraur, Bucks Green, Rudgwick, Sussex, Builder 


Dec 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
Jounson, James Epwasp Jouxson, Stratford, Chemigl 
Manufacturer Dec 18 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Jouxsoy, Witt1aM, Tonypandy, Glam, Assistaut Timber 
a Dec 18 at 11 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Ponty. 
pri 
Keiaut.ey, Frepericx, Thorpe Acre, Loughborough Des 
18 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


ces, 67, High st, Tan. | Kixsman, Louise Susan, Totnes Dec 20at 11 7, Bucklasl 


terr, Plymouth 

Lavarack, Tuomas, North Shields, Builder Dec 18at8 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Leataer, Freperiox Cuarcies, Wandsworth, Builder De 
19 at 11,30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Lives, Watiace, Birmingham, Tailor Dec 19 at 1L® 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Luoyp, Exyest Epwin, Bilston, staffs Dec 20 at 11.30 Of 
Rec, Wolverhampton 

Maxcuayt, Grore«, Bexhill, Fruiterer Dec 20 at B 
County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Montcomery, Lieut Ienarivs D, Kensington Gardens @ 
Dee 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Paurrey, Joun Asn, Westminster Bridge rd, Caterer De 
18at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Peream, WiLLiam Henry Park, Chudleigh, Devon, @ ox 
Manager Dec19at11 7, Buckland ter, Piymoath 

Purvis, Percy Witrasp, Wimbledon, Chemist Dee ae 
11,80 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Rarxiys, James Berraam, Worthing, Dealer in Toys Dee 
18 at11 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Rome, Joux, Orton, Westmorland, Farmer Dec 18 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness : 

Scuuttz, Wituiam, High Holborn, Licensed Victualla 
Dec 19at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st : 

Scorr, ALFRED, Downend, Glos, Mining Eagineer Deo 
at11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol , 

Srims, Jonas WituaMm, Harrogate, York, Painter De® 
at3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Syxes, Joszrn, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Qua:rymaa 
atll Off Ree, 29, Mauor row, Bradford : 

Turem, ALBert Henry, Dovercourt, Essex, Hotel Proprietat 
Dec 19 at 12.15 O#f Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich ~ 

Tournay, Hespert Epwagp, Eustwell, Kent, Faroe 
Dec 18 at 10.90, Off Ree, 684, Castle st, Coe 

Turney, Horace Paget, Pitstone, Bucks, Duck 
Dec 19 at 12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Wapitow, Rtonarp Jounsox, Mablethorpe, Loge 
Victualler Dec 18 at 11 Off Rec, St M«ry's 
Gt Grimsby é 
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come Labourer | Gps, Jon, U; Richmond rd, Putney, Builder | Nonnwnotox, Wiuiamn Jon Ramagate, Licensed 
Wassaas. 8 Of Bea, County Court, To , Merthyr = Wandsworth PB et Now 20 Ord Deo tt nats Victualler Dec 2t at 10.39 "Off Reo, 684, Castle st, 
Peaal agtino, Reoinatp CutTueert, Shaftesbury, Butcher 
Wau Wituram, George Town, Merthyr Tydfil, Fore- Salisbury Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 ALL, Haary See Grocer Deo 
nen time arner Dec 19 at 2.30 Off , County | Hexxrar, —_— Horfield 7 Draper’s Assistant mt at 12.15 Of Ree, ‘ec, Bb, Prinose 
Court, Townhall, Merthyr Tydfil Bristol Dec9 Ord Deo Patcs, Revsex, at 12 182, York 
Woop, ie Marranw Pri —— _——_ Kensington Dec 19 at | Howaagp, Wieaian Gia 3k Howland “. | cea yr Secth os ae 
ru Court Staine: erchan 'e eRny, GEORG Baker 
= rue is, “Merchant Deo 18 at 12 Dec 10 Ord Dec ‘i Off ge Arce, Sane, Bat 


ve 
Wore. ire , Gaveg ob 


2 + 
, ARTHUR sor me Eridge ~~ Farmer Tan- 
Bosuax RB — a 


mB Heapert on 4, Ord Dee Limes, Baker Boston 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
wen Bedford, Builder Bedford Pet Dec 7 
7 


Beano, Georce, Stoke Bruerne, Towcester, Northampton, 
Farm Bailiff Northampton Pet Deo7 Ord Dec7 
sac, Stover Ricaarps, Weybridge Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
Bayes, Iseart, Hanbury st, Spitalfields, Carman High 
Court Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 7 
Bowmay, Daviv, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Dec 4 Ord 
Dec 4 
Cnor008, On 8 Hewry, Neath,Glam Aberayon Pet Dec 
0 ec 5 
Eusrr, Epwaep Reermatp, Eaglescliffe, Durham, 
Bolicitor Stockton on Tees Pet Nov9 Ord Dee 4 
Bvays, Roszats aeoes, Stanley, Derby, Butcher Derby 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 
Fexvau, Josep, Aston, ‘Hawarden, Flint, Brewer Chester 
Pet Dec5 Grd Dec's 
Favex, "<7 Trefriw, Carnarvon, Hotel Keeper Port- 
madoc 


‘et Sept 21 Ord Der7 
Gattacuce, Jouy, Castle Eden Colliery, Durham, Hawker 
Suaderland Pet 


et DecS5 Ord Dec 6 
Metal Merchant 
Pet Nov 14 


Liverpool, 
Ord Dec 6 
Hasais, Heney Georcs, Market Lavington, Wilts Bath 
Pet Dec 6 Dee 6 


Sass, Groree, Clifton, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec5 


Jounsox, Wittiam, Tonypandy, Glam, Assistant Timber- 
man Pontypridi Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec6 

Jowns, Dante, Evans, The Pandy Machen, Mon, Flannel 
Manufacturer Newport,Mon Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 

— -—— Glam, Draper Neath Pet Dec 


Siclaand. Taomas, North Shields, Builder Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Dec3 Ord Dec7 

Maatix, Vicror Watrer, Groombridge, Sussex, Corn 

Merchants Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct 17 Ord Dec 4 

Miuwaep, Bennet, Old Park rd, Palmer’s Green, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Nov5 Ord Dec 5 

Moveos, Cano.ine Ivasetva, Linslade, Leighton Buzzard, 
Bucks Luton Pet Oct 26 Ord Dec7 

Monas, Sraxtey, Balby, nr Doncaster, Motor Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

— Harry Sipwey,. Harleston, Norfolk, Grocer 

6 


Hasees, Ratea Hewry, 
Live 


wich Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 

Patrowarp, James Wi.tram, Patricroft, Eccles, Lancs, 
Plumber Salford Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Raraixs, James Berrram, Worthing, Dealer in Toys 
Brighton Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 6 

Repvisa, Eouounp, Stockton on Tees,Gun Dealer Stockton 

nen eee Pet Nov 4 PetDec4 a ‘ 
D, Watson Macorecor, Burgess Hi i ourt Pet 
Augl Ord Dec 4 

Rovosas, Joszrn, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer Sheffield 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Dec 7 

mer a Harrogate, Painter York Pet Dec 

Scrtox, M C, North End rd, Fulham High Court Pet 
Nov6é Ord Dec 5 

Brxes, JoszPu, 1 Yorks, Quarryman Bradford 
Pet Dec 6 


as seein, Carlisle, Suge Carlisle Pet Dec7 Ord 
Wanner, yy ae =~ ceaie, Foreman Signalman 
Leeds Pet Dec7 Ord D 


Wansrse, How arp, Foley Park, eens, Brewer’s 
Traveller Kidderminster Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
bee =| ~The Horsham, Builder Brighton Pet Dec 6 


Witutams, Axx, Dolwyddelen, Carnarvon, Grocer Port- 
madoc Pet’Dec6 Ord Dec 6 e 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Frosence, Auzert, or, Sussex, Jobmaster Brighton 
Adjad March 25,1800 Annul Nov 22, 1997 


London Gasette,—Faipay, Dec, 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Lestiz, Sissinghurst, Cranbrook, Kent, Hop 
Pet Dec Dec 


wer 

Baxtox, Jawes Henry, Folkestone, Plumber Canterbury 
Pet Dec10 Ord Dee 10 

es . Rooxs, Bri Brighton, Upholsterers Brighton Pet 

Buus Raxaer Sonen, Painter Dewsbury Pet Dec 11 


Buccs, R H H, Manchester, Comm Man- 
chester Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 11 

Baooxixe, Frepericx sm Wightman rd, Mesringpy, 
Baker High Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 1 

Cross, Freperiox Wituax, Pontaghalt, Norfolk, Miller 

D Norwich Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 

—. nEmaED, Ryde, I of W, ‘Baker Newport Pet 


Davin Davip, Dowlais, Colliery Repairer Merthyr 


~ Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
wards, Herseat, Kingston — Hull, _ Factor 
ton upon Hull wat ond Ord Bee 11 
Euuorr, ete, Bournemou' very Stable P, 
Prietor Poole Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 sp Hox 
irmingham Birmi 


Anotes, 
Gro 


Commission Agent 


Favsaaws, I T, Bi 
Ord Dee 9 


Jounson, Wins’ \ aot New Wortley, Leeds, Shop 
Assistant Leeds Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
Jongs, Haray Woopwa.t, Port Talbot, Glam, Clerk 
Aberavon Pet Decll Ord Dec ll 
Jowgs, Samuzst Beatriz, Port Talbot, oes, Master 
umber Aberavon Pet Dec 10 Ord Deo 1 
Kennett, Jaues Sreraty, Minster, Kent, Coal Merchant 
Canterbury 1g heme Ord Dee it 


i, t Sy Lane, nr oe Motor Mech inic 
et Dec 7 Ord Dec7 


Leu . aa Cheltenham, Cabinet Maker Cheltenham 
Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 11 

Matuimaxs, Pavt Jacosus, Wool Exchange, Consulting 
Eogineer High Court Pet Sept9 Ord Dec 11 

Moupp, or HARLES, a Flint, Gams Dealer 


Dec6 Ord Dec 
NicHo.soy, he 5 Colchester, aotor Car Manufacturer 
Colchester ot 26 Ord Deod 
Norton, Joun Pa tone be Park, Hants, Journalist 
Poole Pet Oct 4 Ord Dec 11 
Paros, Revsey, Franciscan rd, , Grocer Wands- 
worth Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


Parks, Witu1am Hewry, Ty Commercial Traveller 
Bristol Pet 


Deo 8 _ Ord Dec 
Pottagp, W G, ® st ti High Court 
P a 4 ‘ond Dee M Collier Tred 
ROSSER, ILLIAM, ysswg, Mon, er Tredegar 

Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 x 

Riiey, Dexton, Stockton on Tees, Boilermaker Stockton 
on Tees Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Surra, James, Westcliff on Sea, Essex, Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet Oct17 Ord Deo 9 

Srantox, WILLIAM mT — Somerset, Tailor Wells 
Pet Decil Ord Dec 

Sriies, Tom Horace, Southampton, Builder Southampton 

et Dee 11 Ord Dec 1 

ae Witiram, New ‘wi, nr Huddersfield, Tailor 
Huddersfield Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

ae _- Skegness, Builder Boston Pet Oct 26 Ord 


Twitoum, Psroy Heasert Bevoxt, Richmond, Hotel 
Manager Wandsworth Pet Decll Ord Dec il 
Vatientz, Eanest Lovis, Westcliff on Sea, ~~ Hotel 

Manager Chelmsford Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barter, Caarres, Cobridge, Staffs, Greengrocer Dee 23 
at 11.30 Of Reo, Newcastle, Staffs 

Beavis, WIittiaM Bairram, Howden, Yorks, Jeweller 
Dec 21 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 


gate, Hull 
Beate, Groras, Stoke Bruerne, Towcester, Northampton, 
Farm Bailiff Dec 23 at 12 Off Rec, Bridge st, 
Northampton 
—. Farperick, Edgbaston, Birmingham Dec 31 at 
11.30 191, Co ion st, Birmingham 
eg es Gardener Jan 7 at 12.30 
tel, Durham 
Barooxixe, Founvesson Joux, Wightman rd, Harringay, 
Baker Dec 23ati11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Cotzmays, Epwarp Movuntrorp, Leamington, Warwick 
Dec 23 at 11.30 Off Reo, 8, High st, Coventry 
Croypox, James Hf Shi 
Dec 21 at11 Off Rec 
Da.umore, ALFRED, Bede t 





Brack, Ropsrrt, 
Th 


Rec, 33a, ap, Ryde. F at, Ne I of W 
Davizs, Davin, Dowlais, Merthyr Tyd t Solliery Repairer 
Dec 21 at 10.30 Off Rec, Coun 7 Count, 1 Townhall, 


ay A 
Exurort, Exizasera, Winton, Bournemouth, Livery Stable 
Proprietor Dec 23 at 2.30 Messrs Curtis & Son, 158, 

Old Christchurch rd, ny 

Carnarvon, Hotel Keeper Dec 
ky chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Gantaanan, wr ie Eden Colliery, Durham, Hawker 
Dec 23 at 3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 
Gensoem olen Georae, Norw rd, Herne Hill, 
— Frame Maker Dec 23 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Haaguixa, Ee Shaftesbury, Dorset, Butcher 
Dec 24 at 12.15 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 


Salisbary 
Baan A Clay Cross, Derby, Horse Dealer Dec 21 at 


ff Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Horwoop, Harry ‘Winslow, Draper Dec 2iat12 Bank- 
ru} 


Bowne’ WILtiaM Dek, Howland st, Tottenham 
Court rd, Stained Glass Merchant Dec 23at12 Bank- 


— A+ 8 Trefriw, 


Tu ’ 
Jounsox, WILLIAM 
J J Ten ~ 

ones, JOHN, a! 

11.15 a alaben, 
Lawoaster, James, Stroud, 
Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Lar, Giow Grorce Gioucester, Baker 

Gloucester 


Dec 21 at 3 Off Rec, 

Laws, Tox, ~ u, High Lane, or ort, Motor Mechanie Dec 
Reo, Castle rs, 6, Vernon st, 

cena ‘Sons Grorck ALEXANDER Vesey, Felixstowe 


at 10.45 verpool st 
Dec 23 at 3.30 


yg ina Laverped Dec 23 at 


2.30 Off Ree, 
Mauimay, Paci —— Wool 


Engineer Dec 23 at 2.30 amg, = A 4 a , Carey 
Mopp, Water Cuaries, Caerwys, * > 


st 

evry, New Wortley, Leeds, a 

at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, wa boss nd st, L 
Carnarvon, Labourer Dec 21 at 
row, Chester 

tmaker Dec 2lat12 Off 


©, Gesabenes of, Malan Dee 23 at 12> 


ParrosarD, James Witt1am, Patricroft, Eccles, Lance, 
Plumber Dee 21 at 11 “Ott Reo, st, 
bourer Dec 23 at 


Pouvarn, 
Bankru 


Row ey, CHARLES, Bina 
8c bo iene Cadbury, Somerset, 
ame’ 
Miller ‘Des 94 at 12.45 ao, Olty ehmbes, Catherine 


Salisb 
seus, tou Honsce, sas neg es Dec 23 at 
ff Rec, Midiand Bank chmbrs, High st, 


Twitoatx, Peacy Heasert Bewoxt, Whitaker av, Rich- 
mond, Manager Dec23at11.30 132, York rd, 


Vatieate, Eaxest Lovis, kty = on Ses, Kesex, Hotel 
w = oe 1 og 
agyer, Tomas ~ Ne . Foreman Signalman 

Dec 23 at 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Wesste: yy Foley Brewers’ 
Tra Dec 3) at 1s 8 Thursfield, Solicitor 
Kidderminster 

Weis, Aurarp, Horsham, Builder Jan 2 at 10.30 Off 

4, Pavilion ee, 

wanes Josera, Solihull, Warwick, Grocer Dec 23 

at12 191, Corporation s 


t, Bemingham 
Wrysane, Wissen, Cardiff” Dec 30at3 Off Rec, 117, 8t 


ry 

Wves, Nevus Fronence, Lianfaelog, Anglesea, Timber 

Merchant Deo 21 at 12 Swan Hotel, Leighton 
ZZ 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
a Egerton, Kent Canterbury Pet Oct 12 
Bartow, James Henny, Folkestone, Plumber Canterbury 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
Base Z iy een cman Birmingham Pet Nov 14 
Dee ti 
Bo.Toy, comm Shadsworth, nor pam, Farmer 
burn Pet Nov 8 Ord Dee 9 


Boag. Eanest, ty, Painter Dewsbury Pet Dec 11 

Currrox, Gzorcs Cotemayn | yore rd, Builder High 
Court Pet Nov 15 Ord Dee 

Cross, Farpiaick ase, Mfeaninghall, Norfolk, Miller 
Norwich Pet Dec Ord Dee 10 

Davtimorg, ALFRep. Ryde, I of W, Baker Newport Pet 
Dec7 Ord Deo Stride 

Ord Dec 10 ” 


Epwarps, ; Corn Factor 
Kingston upon Hull I et Deo ft Or Onl Boot 
FRaykuis, 5 pene i yoy B ry, Agent 
igh Court 


et Sept 10 Ord Dec? 

Fur.ow, beeen te ,» Mon, Bak 
Pet Dec6 Ord Deo 10° 

ee Reoivatp Corasert, Shaftesbury, 

atcher Salisbury Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 

Hewuar, Faev, Hi Bristol, Draper's Assistant 

Bristol Pet Dec 9 Dec 9 

Howaagp, Witu1am Seeeanine Howland st, Tottenham . 
Court rd, Stained Glass Merchant High Court Pet 

“ Deo 10 Ord Deo 10 aks 

unt, WILLIAM ~;>y poten, Henbury, Bristol 

: Pet Nov pa Ord bo Mew Wortley 

ounson, Wittiam Hewry, New Leeds, Shop 

3 sates —_— = et Dec 10 Ord Der’ 10 

oN agry Woopwa' Port Talbot, Glam, Clerk 
y B~— Pet Dee 11 a hog 

Jonzs, Samvet Bearis, Port Talbot, Glam, Master Plumber 
Aberavon Pet Decl0 Ord Dec 10 

Kesnett, James Sreruey, Minster, Kent, Coal Merchant 

Canterbury Pet Decil Ord Deo 11 

Lawson, Joun Fone Star st, Edgware rd High Court 


Pet Sept 20 O nd Deo 
Legs, Tom, we ts Motor Mechanic 

Stockport Dee? Ord Deo 
Luxer, Josers, Cheltenham, Cabinet Maker Cheltenham 
Senne 1 Ord Dec 11 - ~_ 

aetox, ArTaus, Strand, Newsagent's veller High 
se Court, Pet Nov 8 Ord’ Dee 10 

upp, Wavree Cuartes, Caerwys, Flint, Fish Dealer 
. Pet Dec6 Ord Deo 6 


Davigs, pes Fj 
Pet Dec 


Noaaixerow, WititaM Jou, Licensed Victualler 
bury Pet Nov19 Ord 9 
Patyaey, Joan Asn, Wi Bridge rd, Caterer 
Court PetNov1i Ord Dec 10 
Parks, Wasees Hewey, . Bristol, Commercial 
‘Travelier Bet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 
Peary, et me ARTHUR, Swansea Pet 
> Nov <— Ord Dec 9 
n0ssea, Wittiam, Abertysswg, Mon, Collier Tredegar 
, mos Th Ses? 
vapie, Percy Wityaep, Wimbledon, Surrey, Chemist 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Dec 10 


Loy hy 


Russe, Cuares 


ber Norte Ona 2% Ord 


Scamecy, Frawx, North Cadbury, Somerset, Miller Yeovil 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 11 


‘et Oct Dee tl 
Srawrox, Wittiam Noan, Wells, Somerset, Tailor Wells 
owen Hu — 1 oo Builder Southampton 
‘ORAO 
Pet Dec 11 Ord ‘Deo 11 





Dec 23 at12 © chm! Eastgate row 
Nicsorsox, Victor chine, asta om, Ohee 
Dec 28 at 11.15 Eastern Hotel, Livespool st 
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Tovaway, Hussert Epwanp, Lenacre Farm, re Kent, 
Farmer Canterbury Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 
Vatieniz, Exvest Lovis, Westcliff on Sea, Been, Hotel 
r Chelmsford Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
vo ee a Park, Bournemouth Builder 
Poole Pet Oct 26 Ord Dec 9 
Wixor, ‘aaenanee Sipnsy, Thorpe Hamlet, 
Accountant Norwich Pet Oct 24 Ord Dec 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Dee 6: 
Exuie, Cuanres, Thornes, Wakefield, Farmer Wakefield 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec, 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apporr, WatteR Jony, ns Saree Grocer Coventry 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 1 
Barrows, Joux ay Mansfield, Notte, nag Manu- 
facturer Nottingham Pet Dec 13 Ord Deo 1 
Rates, Northampton, —_ , 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 
Best, Water Harry, a Stock = Sheffield 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 1 
Bamme.ie, Taomas nent 
Pontypridd Pet Dec 14 
Boursivee, James, a Auctioneer Reading Pet Nov 
30 Ord Dec 13 


Norwich, 
11 


Beansreiy, 


oes * Vale; Glam, Grocer 
14 


Corus, Artuur W, Sellons av, Haclesien, Builder High 
Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 1 

Cox, Jacon Ray: Aller, Seance, Farmer 
Pet Dec Dec 1 

Davison _ Harrow on the Hill 8t Albans Pet Nov 
22 Ord Dec 12 

Dicngs, Witt1am Joux, Sherborne, Dorset, Blacksmith 
Yeovil Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 12 

Dixor, a York, Grocer York Pet Dec13 Ord 
Dec 13 


Yeovil 


Dops, Caartes Napier, Crown ct, Oy mene Accountant 
High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Dec 
Dow.iye, Jonx, Lianbradach, Glam, “Baker's Assistant 
Pontypridd Pet Dec 13 Ord Decl 
Eccesper, Artaur Wi111.14M, Totland “ad Lof W, Boarding 
House Proprietor Newport Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 
Evraick, Groner, nome || Essex, Cowkeeper Chelmsford 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 1 
Egrcxsox, H, Wimbledon, * Aiiveiiding Agent Kingston, 
Bui Pet Nov5 Ord Dec 12 
Evisow, Samvet, Whitegate, Cheshire, Coal Dealer Crewe 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dee 13 
Firzrataicx, Artuur, Bradford, Mechanic Bradford Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Fraxxtanp, Witiiam, Thornaby on Tees, York, Wood- 
cutter Stockton on Tees Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
Fuoe, Davip, Blaengwynfi, Glam, Labourer Aberavon | 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 
Green, Frank Hevry Ernest, Redland, Bristol Bristol | 
Pet Nov5 Ord Dec 13 
Grewrett, KatHenine MApetina, Le Thomas, Swansea 
Swansea Pet Decl4 Ord Decl 
Gaice, Taomas Wittram, Spinners ‘Ena, Cradley Heath, 
s, Chain Manufacturers Dudley Pet Nov30 Pet 
Dee 13 
Haroreaves, Henny Peecy, Burnham on Crouch, Essex, 
Hotel Keeper Chelmeford Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 11 
Hortox, Jonn Auexanpver, Hollingbourne, Kent, Hotel | 
Valuer Maidstone Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 
Kenpaur, Witiram Bittox, Cheltenham, Brush Maker 
Cheltenham Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 
Leooetr, Josrrs, Burnham a Norfolk, Grocer 
Norwich Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 1 
Morais, Enenezer, Gloucester — South Kensington, 
a Manufacturer High Court Pet Dec 1% 
Ord Dec 1 
Naycor, eae A.seat, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Nov 26 
Ord Dec 12 


Payrueg, Jonx, Blackheath, Staffs, Butcher 
Nov Ord Dec 12 

Pays, . + ln Watford, * sheen Grower 8t Albans 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 1 

Pures, Water ico, Hungerford rd, Camden | 
Town, Cab Proprietor High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord 
Dec 13 


Tuomas Arraur, Cheltenham, Refreshment 

Keeper Cheltenham Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

Surrn, Francis —— Reading, Engineer Reading 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 13 

SouTHaLt, Marx, Wennerton Farm, nr ~; 7 pees 
Farmer Kidderminster Pet Dec'13 Ord Dec 1 


Russx.i, 
Room 


Dudley Pet | 


Tvurwey, Atzert Eowarp, Nuneaton, Warwick, Jeweller 
Coventry Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 13 
Vearn, Joux Faepertox, Gt ee a 

Grimsby Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 


Pet Dee 1 2 "Ord Dec 12 

Warkiys, Josern Henry, eaten Glam, Saddler Cardiff 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 

Wues.es, Louis, cedeaten cres, Maida Vale, Doctor 
High Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 12 

Wauire.ey, Harry Cuarman, and Eewnest Crosscey, 
Huddersfield, Cinematograph Entertainers Hudders- 
field Pet D2c14 Ord Dec 1 

WILuetm, 








Court ' Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 1 
ves Sipyry Groras, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet Dec 
12 


Ord Dac 12 
Wriatey, Hissert, Lower Cudworth, nr Barnsley, Farmer 
Barnsle y Pet Dec13. Ord Dee 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baatiey, Antuur, Bedford, Builder Dec 30at 12.15 Of 
Bridge st, Northampton 


BWatil Of Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston’ 

Bray, Ernest, Dewsbury, Painter Dec 31 at11 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Briaes, R A H, Manch 
83 Off Rec, ‘Byrom st, Manchester 

Bairron, Eanxest, Maidenhead Dec 30 at 3 14, Bedford 
row 


31 at 12 Bankruptey bid 
Cross, Fasprick WILLIAM, 
28 at 12.39 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
Dixon, Atrrep, York, Grocer Dec 28 at 11 Off Ree, The 
Red House, Duncombe pl, York 


a, Carey st 
enninghall, Norfolk, Farmer 


Dec 30 at It Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
atll Off Re», 47, Fall st, Derby 

Jepson, Ricuarp Henay, Burnley, Ootician Dee 28 at 11.15 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 





Mortey, Georce STANLEY, Epsom Dec 31 at 2.30 The 


George Hotel, Huntingdon 

Mokrsis, Esewezer, Gloucester ter, South Kensington, 
Portmanteaux Manufacturer Dec 30 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Purpps, Watter Avaustine, Hungerford rd, Camden 
Town, Cab Proprietor Dec 31 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Powe t, Frep, Parkgate, Rotherham. Yorks, Builder Dec 
8lat12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

STaPietor, Ernesr ys ‘Bideford, Devon, Baker 

| Dec 30 at 3 94, High st, Barnstap’ 

| Tinker, Witi1am, New Mill, Huddersfield, Tailor Dec 31 

| at 2 The Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society's 

| Room, Imperial Arcade, New st, Huddersfield 

Vea, Joun P ig K, Gt Grimsb y, Boatman Dec 28 at 

ll Off 8t Mary’ s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

WaALker, hak Kingston upon Hall, Grocer Dec 30 at 4 

Off Ree, 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

WuHeecen, ‘Low 18, Warringto’ 

| Dec 30 at 12 Bankru Otay bldg, Carey st 

Wivuetmi, Epwarp, Walbrook, Paper Teutient Dec 31 
at ll Bankraptoy bldgs, Carey st 

| Waicut, Avsget Epwis, Gazeley, Suffolk, Grocer Dec 30 

at2 The Angel Hotel, Bury 8t Edmunds 


| ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axsnottr, WALTER Jouy, Rugby,Grocer Coventry Pet Dec 
138 Ord D-c 13 
Barrows, Joun Witiiam, Mansfield, Notts, Boot Manu- 
facturer Nottingham Pet Dec 13 Ord Dee 18 
Bensty, WIvitam, and Wititiam Arraur Rooke, pee, 
Upholsterers "Brighton Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 
Ratps, Northampton, pe 8 ‘Assistant 


BeansrTein, mpto 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 1 


Northampton 


| Beary, Assert, High rd, Pant agg Essex, Grocer | 


Pet Nov9 Ord Dec 12 


High Court 
Rew &, Vale, Glam, Grocer 


Bammsie, Taomas Roacn, 
Pontypridd Pet Dec 14 


Brooxixe, Frepericx Jony, Wightman rd, ney, | 


Baker High Court Pet Dee 10 Ord Dee 


Butmer, Henry Straniey, Knaresborough, Stock Broker | 


York Pet Nov27 Ord Dec 13 
Cuark, Faeperick Epwis, Shelbourne rd, om 
Builder Edmonton Pet Sept 19 Ord Dec 1 


Boatman Gt | 


Wacken, James, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Scarborough 
Dixon, Avrazp, York, Grocer York Pet Deo 13 Om 
13 


yy 


Evans, Ropert Barron, Stanley, Derby, Butcher Jan 3 


| 
m cres, Maida Vale, Doctor 


| Evans, 
Epwakp, Walbrook. aaa Merchant High | 


| FRawKuanp, WILLIAM, \ on Tees, 


| 


Bourox, JAMES, Shadsworth, nr Blackburn, Farmer Dec 
ester, Commission Agent Jan 2 at 


| Leatuer, Faepertck Caarves, Merton rd, 


Cotuss, Arraus W, Sellons av, Harlesden, Builder Dec 


Dops, Cuantes Naprer, Crown ct, Sa Accountant | 


Cones ene, Jane st, Commansiet rd East High 
ane 3 Ord Dec Coust 


Cox, “ae Reapiva, Alte, Somerset, Farmer Yeovil 
Dec 13 Ord Dec 1 

Dicker, WIt.iAM all Sherborne, Dorset, B 
Yeovil Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


Dow.ixe, Joux, Lianbradach, Glam, Baker's Assistegs 
Pontypridd Pet Dec 13 Ord Dee 13 : 
Evcenper, Anraur WILLIAM, Totland Bay, I of W, 
ing House Proprietor ng 
Marcaget, Penygra’ 
Pontypridd Pet Oct 17 On 
Evison, Samcgt, ee Cheshive, 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 
Fitzpatrick, Arrasur, 
Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 1 


a Flannel 
Coal Dealer Crewe 
Bradford, Mechanic Bradford 


Wi 
Dee 18” Ord Dec 3 a 
Labourer Neath Ba 


Stockton on 
Fuesr, Davip, Blaengwynfi, Glam, 

Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 
Germain, Water a 


Rotherhithe st, bet 60 Oe 
a Victualler igh Court Pet Oct 99 
ec 1 


Horgtox, Joun Atexanpee, Hollingbourne, Kent Hotel 


Valuer Maidstone Pet Decl4 Ord Dec 
Kenpatt, Witttam Bitrox, Cheltentam inte 


Cheltenham Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 

Builder Wandsworth Pet Dec 4 Ord’ Deets : 
Leaoetr, Josera, Buroham Market, Norfolk, Goel 

Draper Norwich Pet Deci4 Ord Dec 14 


McArpie, Fsaancis Granam, Braxted park, 


Mu High 2 Pet Sept 26 ; Dec s + 4 

ORLEY, Georce Stranuey, Epsom Peterborough 

Nov 18 Ord Dec 12 Me 

Naytor, Cuartes Ausert, Sheffield, Publican Sheffield 

et Nov 26 Ord Dec 13 

Paice, Reveen, Franciscan ri, Souiat Grocer Wands 
worth Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 3 

Payne, Joun, Blackheath, Butcher Dudley Pet Novi 
Ord Dee 14 : 

Paiprs, Water Avoustins, Hungerford rd, 1 
_—, Cab Proprietor High Court Pet De: 18 

Dee 1 


Rey, oe Stockton on voy ® Boilerm vker S:ockten 
m on Tees pe mee Ord Dec Alt inal 
UOCKLIDGE, JOHN FiTZGIBBoN, thorpe. High 
iret Pet Sept 18 Ord Deo 1 12 a 
usseiL, Tomas AaTaue, Cheltenham, Groom Cheltenham 
Pet Dec 12 Downend, - a f 
Scorr, ALyrep, Downen los, Mining neer Bristol 
Pet Nov13 Ord Dec14 net 
Sznper, Evra, ed st, Tailor High Court By 
‘ov 28 Dee 11 
Souraatt, Marx, Wannerton Farm, nr Kidderminstey 
- nag a Knighton, Ha Pet 5 ed we Ord Dee 13 
HOMAS, Knighton, nor, Innkeeper Leominster - 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Dee 1 j 
Trimm, Farperick, Brighton, Builder Brighton Pet Saye 
23 Dec 12 
Tuaney, Atsert Epwagp, Meneaten, Warwick, Jeweller 
Coventry vet Dec13 Ord Dec 


| Twircary, Percy Herserr Phd Richi 


mond, 
anager Wandsworth Pet Decll Ord Dec i8 : 
Veas, Joun Freperick,Gt Grimsby, Boatman Gt Grimaby 
Want Gs Deeks Hull, @ Scarborough 
ALKER, James, Kingston upon Hu rocer 
Pet Dee 12 ond Deo is 
Warxins, Josern Henry, Maesteg, Glam, Saddler Candi 
Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec i 
Wuirtetey, Haray ie. and Enpyest Caossuam: 
Hudderstield, Cinematograph Entertainers Huddere 
field Pet Dec 1 4 Ord Dec 14 4 
Wi.us, Sipney Geonce, 8t George, Bristol, B 
Bristol Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 
Waicuey, Hissert, Lower ae or Barnsley, Fi 
Barnsley Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 








Where difficulty is experienced in pro 
the SoLicirors’ JOURNAL AND WESEEE 
REPORTER with regularity it is requested t 
application be made direct to the Pe ublisher, at 
27, Chancery-lane. 


S a 
ewer tian 








- THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


MOORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTAGLISHED IN 4691. 


ourmemerer, + en 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 








supervision of the Corporation. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


630 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be® 


on application. 
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